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ABSTRACT
A study was conducted to determine the effects, if any, 
of the personal value structures of university business 
administration students on their decision-making processes. 
There were 120 respondents in the research, sixty undergrad­
uates and sixty graduate students.
The personal value structures of the total sample were 
found to have significantly affected their decision-making 
processes. Four out of six personal values of the undergrad­
uates were found to have significantly affected their 
decision-making. All six personal values of the graduate 
students were found to have affected their decision-making. 
Thus, the study supported the contention that personal 
values affect decision-making.
The personal value structures of the undergraduate 
students and the graduate students were found to be different 
as a result of divergencies in their age and their level of 
education. The hierarchies of preferred courses of action 
of the two classes were likewise found to be dissimilar as 
a result of age and education.
In summary, personal value structures were found to have 
affected the decision-making processes of business administra­
tion students. As a result of the level of education and
viii
age differences, the personal value structures and the 
hierarchies of preferred courses of action of the undergrad­




The study of personal values has been undertaken by 
philosophers, theologians, sociologists, psychologists, and 
economists, among others. The universal attempt from these 
various disciplines has been to study the effect of personal 
values on the behavior of mankind.
Recently, the study of personal values has been under­
taken by various scholars of business administration.^ Since 
values do influence behavior, according to the theory on the 
subject, the area of business organization (as well as other 
types of organizations) can be understood better through 
empirical investigations of personal values. Various scholars 
have conducted studies to evaluate the effects of personal 
values on specific aspects of human behavior. In this 
research, the effects of personal values on one aspect of 
human behavior--decision-making— have been investigated.
It has been assumed in this study that goal-oriented behavior
■^See Clarence Walton, Ethics and the Executive: Values
in Managerial Decision, Prentice-Hail, Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersey, 1969; George W, England, "Personal Value Systems of 
American Managers," Academy of Management Journal, Volume 10, 
Number 1 (March, 1967), pp. 53-68; William D. Guth and Renato 
Tagiuri, "Personal Values and Corporate Strategy," Harvard 
Business Review, Volume 43, Number 5 (September-October, 1965), 
pp. 123-132; among others.
1
2includes the process of decision-making as a part of its 
scope. Because decision-making greatly affects all types 
of organizations, the further understanding of organizational 
behavior can take place with more information on the effects 
of personal values on decision-making.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study has been to examine the relation­
ship between personal values and the decision-making process.
As already mentioned, substantial theory exists in the area 
of personal values and human behavior. Specifically, Shirley
has argued that personal values influence men's determination
2of organizational objectives. Diggory has stated that
personal values "steer” human behavior toward some goal or
objective.3 Williams has analyzed the interrelationship
of personal values and their potential effect on behavior
4
toward an objective. Rokeach has specified that personal
values determine the modes of conduct and end states of 
5
existence. Implicit in the statements of all these scholars
2
See Robert Shirley, "The Emphasis of Personal Values on 
Corporate Strategy," Current Concepts in Management, 0. Jeff 
Harris {ed.), Division of Research, College of Business Admin­
istration, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 
1972, pp. 7-14.
^James C. Diggory, Self-Evaluation; Concepts and Studies, 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1966.
^Robin M. Williams, Jr., "Individual and Group Values,"
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science^ Volume 3 7l (May, 196?), pp. 26-3?.
5
Milton Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes and Values, Jossey- 
Bass, San Francisco, 1966, p. 113.
3is the process of decision-making which serves as a means to 
reach pre-determined goals in ways compatible with personal 
values of the individuals involved.
SCOPE OF THE STUDY
This study has attempted to analyze the relationship 
between the personal value structures and the decisions made 
by the holders of these different value structures. Two 
groups of white, male American students at Louisiana State 
University were used for the empirical study. One group 
consisted of first year undergraduate business students. The 
other group was composed of second year Master of Business 
Administration students. The sample used in this study 
consisted of 120 students; €0 undergraduate students and 
60 Master of Business Administration students.
JUSTIFICATION FOR THE STUDY
Since there has been evidence that the personal value 
structures of individuals do affect their decision-making 
processes, and since no empirical research has been done on 
the effects of personal value structures on the hierarchy of 
preferred choices of action of individuals, this study has 
served as another step in clarifying the relationship between 
values and action. Furthermore, the results of this study 
should provide directions for future research on the subject 
of personal values and their effect on decision-making in 
other types of organizations.
4HYPOTHESES
Eight hypotheses were tested:
1. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' theoretical 
values (in relation to their other values) and their relative 
preference of the theoretical choices of action in relation 
to the other choices of action (those choices of action which 
are predominantly economic, political, social, aesthetic and 
religious).
2. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' economic 
values (in relation to their other values) and their relative 
preference of the economic choices of action in relation to 
the other choices of action (those choices of action which 
are predominantly theoretical, political, social, aesthetic 
and religious).
3. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' political 
values (in relation to their other values) and their relative 
preference of the political choices of action in relation to 
the other choices of action (those choices of action which 
are predominantly economic, theoretical, social, aesthetic 
and religious).
4. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' social 
values (in relation to their other values) and their relative
5preference of the social choices of action in relation to 
the other choices of action {those choices of action which 
are predominantly theoretical, economic, political, aesthetic 
and religious).
5. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' aesthetic 
values (in relation to their other values) and their relative 
preference of the aesthetic choices of action in relation to 
the other choices of action (those choices of action which 
are predominantly theoretical, economic, political, social 
and religious).
6. For both groups, there is a positive correlation 
between the relative position of the individuals' religious 
values {in relation to their other values) and their relative 
preference of the religious choices of action in relation to 
the other choices of action {those choices of action which 
are predominantly theoretical, economic, political, social 
and aesthetic).
7. The value structures for the two groups are hypoth­
esized to be different as a result of differences in education 
and age.
8. Because of differences in the value structures of the 
two groups, it is hypothesized that the two groups would indi­
cate different hierarchies of preferences of choices of action.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
The study has several limitations. First, as a result 
of the limited number of individuals to be analyzed (120
6students), the study may not have general validity. Second, 
there are a number of intervening variables that may have 
affected the study so as to provide false results. For 
instance, a portion of the undergraduate population may have 
been in business administration for lack of a definitive 
choice of curriculum. This may have manifested itself in 
the undergraduate group's lower rating of the economic value. 
Also, it would have been difficult to trace the reason for 
the learning of the value structures of the two groups. That 
is, one could only speculate as to which variable or set of 
variables in the life experiences of the two groups contri­
buted to the hierarchy of value structures of the two groups. 
Did the family background of the two groups have the greatest 
influence on the shaping of the value structures of the two 
groups? Perhaps education had more influence than did the 
other variables. Although attempts were made to disallow 
undue influence from intervening variables, no one could have 
assured their absolute exclusion. Finally, the influence of 
value structures are contingent on the situation. That is, 
various situations may influence the individual to make a 
decision which might be counter to his value structures. For 
example, an individual may think that alcohol is not morally 
acceptable, although he may drink to be sociable.
PREVIEW
In Chapter II, the relevant literature to this inves­
tigation is reviewed. In Chapter III, the methodology, the
7subjects, the questionnaires, and the procedure of data 
gathering of this study are described. The results of the 
research are delineated in Chapter IV. Lastly, in Chapter 




In this chapter, relevant publications that have explored 
the subjects of personal values and decision-making are dis­
cussed. Both theoretical and empirical investigations are 
presented. The first part of the chapter is focused on the 
subject of personal values, and the latter part of the chapter 
is concentrated on the subject of decision-making and the 
effects of personal value structures on decision-making.
PERSONAL VALUES
In this section the following steps are taken. First, 
the concepts of personal values and personal value structures 
are defined. Second, a classification of personal values is 
discussed. Third, an attempt is made to distinguish personal 
values from norms, attitudes, and beliefs. Finally, the 
effects of personal value structures on behavior is discussed.
Personal Values Defined.
Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck have stated that personal 
values "are complex, but definitely patterned (rank-ordered) 
principles, resulting from the transactional interplay of 
three analytically distinguishable elements of the evaluative
8
9process."** These elements are the cognitive, the affective,
and the directive elements, "which give order and direction
to the ever-flowing stream of human acts and thoughts as
7
these relate to the solution of common human problems," The 
cognitive element refers to the belief and disbeliefs of an 
individual. The affective element refers to the individual's 
likes and dislikes. The directive element refers to an
g
individual's readiness to respond. Rokeach, also, has
argued that personal values have cognitive, affective and
9
behavioral components. He has defined personal values as
enduring beliefs that a specific mode of conduct or end-state
of existence is personally or socially preferable to an
opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of exist- 
10
ence. The specific mode of conduct refers to instrumental 
values, while end-state of existence refers to terminal 
values.^ Kluckhohn has defined personal values as "concep­
tions, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual
12
or characteristic of a group, of the desirable." The
^Florence R. Kluckhohn and Fred L. Strodtbeck, Variations 
in Value Orientations, Row, Peterson & Company, Evanston, 
Illinois, 1961, p^  4T
7Ibid.
®Edwin Hollander, Principles and Methods of Social Psychol­
ogy, Oxford University Press, New York, 1971, p. 189.
g
Milton Rokeach, The Nature of Human Values, The Free 
Press, New York, 1973, p. 5.
-^Ibid., p. 7.
^Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes and Values, p. 160.
12Clyde Kluckhohn, "Values and Value Orientations," Toward 
A General Theory of Action, edited by Talcott Parsons and
Edward A. Shills, Harper and Row, New York, 1951, p. 395.
10
conception of the desirable influences the selection from
13available modes, means, and ends of action. The idea of
instrumental and terminal values has been expressed by
Kluckhohn as the "means and ends of action." Scheibe has
referred to personal values as questions of what are good or 
14preferable.
Numerous other definitions of personal values can be 
cited from the literature. However, the above definitions 
are reasonable representations of the most accepted defini­
tions of personal values provided by the various scholars on 
the subject. The similar thesis that runs through the above 
definitions is that the concept of personal values refers to 
what individuals consider to be desirable in situations in 
which alternative courses of action are perceived.
Personal Value Structures Defined.
As mentioned above, Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck have viewed 
personal values as "complex but definitely patterned (rank- 
ordered) principles." Williams has defined personal value 
structures as those combinations of personal values which 
have differing degrees of intensities.^ Rokeach has defined 
personal value structures as a process of integration of indi­
viduals' various personal values into organized systems
14Karl E. Scheibe, Beliefs and Values, Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston, Inc., New York, 1970, p^  4l.
15Robin M. Williams, Jr., American Society; A Socio­
logical Interpretation, Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1970, p. 448.
11
wherein each personal value is ordered in priority with
respect to other personal values.^ Essentially the above
authors have approached the definition of personal value
structures from the perspective that several personal values
exist within the personality structures of men and that they
are present in various hierarchies.
Systematic observation of human behavior could poten-
17tially define various personal value structures.
If we look for crucial situations of choice and 
systematically record typical modes of choosing, 
we can then characterize the dominant and subsid­
iary goals and, eventually, the standards of value 
by which selections are ordered in any given group 
or situation. °
Numerous conceptual frameworks of personal value structures
have been proposed. That is, various authors have proposed
different classifications of personal values within personal
value structures.
Classification of Personal Values.
Many theoretical classifications of personal values
19have been proposed throughout the years. Most of these
l ^ R o k e a c h ,  The Nature of Human Values, p. 11.
1 7Williams, American Society, p. 444.
18Ibid.
19For other personal value classifications, see Franz 
Adler, "The Concept of Values in Sociology,” American Journal 
of Sociology, Volume 62, Number 3 (November, 19^5), pi 272; 
Williams, American Society, pp. 454-500; Cornell Value-Study 
Group, cited in Eleanore L. Kohlmann, "Development of An 
Instrument to Determine Values of Homemakers," unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation, Iowa State University, 1961, among others.
12
classifications have never been operationalized for research 
purposes. However, the value categories chosen for this study 
have been both operationalized and standardized. The classi­
fication upon which this research is based is that of
values. They are theoretical, economic, political, social, 
aesthetic, and religious personal values. The theoretical 
personal value refers to an intellectual interest in an 
empirical and systematic approach to knowledge. The economic 
personal value refers to an orientation toward practical 
affairs of uses and creation of wealth as well as to pro­
duction and consumption of goods and services. The political 
personal value refers to a desire for power, influence, and 
recognition. The social personal value refers to a dominant 
interest in social interaction and love of people. The 
aesthetic personal value refers to an overriding interest in 
form, symmetry and artistic tendencies. Finally, the religious 
personal value refers to a central orientation toward unity 
and a meaningful relationship to the universe.
Accordingly, individuals have the above six personal 
values in various hierarchies within their mental frameworks. 
That is, all men have theoretical, economic, political, social, 
aesthetic and religious values within their personalities. 
However, the intensity of each of these values relative to 
the other values differs from one personality to another.




The differing intensities of these values within each person­
ality form a conceptual hierarchy. Allport, Vernon and 
Lindzey have provided an empirical design for the measurement
of the intensities of these values within the conceptual 
21hierarchies. More will be said on the measurement of men's 
personal value structures in the methodology chapter. In 
the following section an attempt will be made to distinguish 
personal values from other concepts.
PERSONAL VALUES DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER CONCEPTS
In order to establish conceptual clarity, the term 
personal value will be distinguished from three other concepts 
the concepts known as norms, attitudes and beliefs.
Norms and Personal Values.
Bertrand has explained that "norms provide standards for
22behavior as well as standards for judging behavior."
Williams has defined norms as the prescription of "cultural
23
goals and the approved means for reaching those goal3."
This author has argued that norms are closely related to 
personal values; however, norms are more specific, concrete,
21Gordon W. Allport, Phillip E. Vernon, and Gardner 
Lindzey, Manual for the Study of Values, Houghton Mifflin 
Company, Boston, 1960.
7 2Alvin L. Bertrand, Social Organization: A General
Systems and Role Theory Perspective, F. A. Davis Company, 
Philadelphia, 1972, p. 34.
23
Williams, American Society, p. 28.
14
24and situation-bound. "Values are the criteria by which
2 5norms themselves may be and are judged," Rokeach has
26
stated that norms differ from personal values m  three ways. 
First, a norm refers only to a mode of behavior, while a 
personal value refers to general goal orientations. Second, 
a norm is a prescription to act in a certain way in a partic­
ular situation, while a personal value goes beyond a specific 
situation and is a prescription to act in a certain way across 
different situations. Third, a norm is found in the envi­
ronment of man, while a personal value is an internal compo­
nent of man's psychological make-up. Rokeach's three distinc­
tions above serve as a comprehensive framework for differen­
tiating between norms and personal values. Thus, personal 
values, "as standards (criteria) for establishing what should
be regarded as desirable, provide the grounds for accepting
2 7or rejecting particular norms."
Attitude and Personal Value.
Sherwood and Wagner have defined attitude as "a predis-
28
position to behave in a particular way toward a given object."
2 4Robin M. Williams, Jr., "Values," in David L. Sills 
(ed.), International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 
Macmillan Publishing Company, New York, 1968, p. 287.
25ibid.
2 6Rokeach, The Nature of Human Values, p. 19. 
2^Williams, "Values," p. 284.
John J. Sherwood and Richard V. Wagner, The Study of 
Attitude Change, Books/Cole Publishing Company, Belmont, 
California, 1962, p. 2.
15
Allport has defined attitude as "an idea charged with emotion
which predisposes a class of actions to a particular class
29of social situations." Campbell has defined attitude as
30"consistency in response to social objects." These defini­
tions of attitude have excluded the prescriptive process 
(prescribing what "ought to be") which is an integral part 
of personal value.31 For example, a person may like classical 
music and dislike jazz. As such, this individual would likely 
have negative attitudes toward each of the jazz selections 
that may be transmitted via a radio station. This person's 
dislike of jazz music connotes his low value for jazz music 
relative to classical music. What, then, are the ramifica­
tions of this individual's attitude toward and value for the 
type of music being played on the radio? His negative attitude 
may predispose him to avoid the radio station transmitting 
a jazz selection. This may be done by turning the radio off 
or leaving the room in which the radio is on, or he may 
follow another course of action. However, his low value for 
jazz music relative to his high value fcr classical music 
may predispose him not only to eliminate the jazz music, but 
to tune in classical music. This may be done by changing
^Gordon W. Allport, "Attitudes," in Carl Murchison (ed.). 
Handbook of Social Psychology, Russell & Russell, New York,
3rd edition, 1967, p. 798.
30
Donald T. Campbell, "Social Attitudes and Other Required 
Behavioral Dispositions," in Sigmund Koch, Psychology: A
Study of Science, McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, 196 3, 
p. 94.
33C. Kluckhohn, p. 423.
16
radio stations or requesting that more classical music be
played on that particular station. The distinction of
predisposition to action between this person's attitude and
his value is in the way these components of this personality
affect his behavior. Whereas attitudes are toward specific
objects and situations, values affect behavior across objects
and situations.
Another way of conceptually distinguishing between
attitude and value has been proposed by Rokeach. He has
stated that while attitude refers to an organization of
32several beliefs around a specific object or situation,
personal value refers to a single belief that guides actions
33across specific objects and situations. So, while attitude 
is an organization of descriptive and evaluative beliefs 
around specific objects and situations, personal value is a 
prescriptive belief that transcends across particular 
objects and situations.
Belief and Personal Value.
An individual's perception of reality constitutes his
34
beliefs about the nature of reality. Each person perceives
3 5his world in a form different than it actually is. Thus,
Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes and Values, p. 112.
^Rokeach, The Nature of Human Values, p. 18.
"^Scheibe, p. 23.
3 SSee Raymond V. Lesikar, Business Communication: Theory
and Application, Richard D. Irwin” Inc., Homewood, Illinois, 
1968, Chapter Two.
17
each man develops beliefs that are somewhat different from
other men's beliefs. The concept of belief has been defined
3 6by Williams as an "existential reference." That is, "what
the believer takes as reality" constitutes his belief system.
Scheibe has stated that an individual's view of his environ-
3 7ment constructs his beliefs about his environment.
3 PAccording to Rokeach, there are three types of beliefs. 
First, there is existential belief. This type of belief can 
be judged to be true or false by moving down the level of 
abstraction and verifying whether the belief is an accurate 
representation of an aspect of reality or not. An example 
of existential belief is the statement: "This door has a
knob." This statement can be verified by examining the door 
to see if, in fact, it does have a knob. Second, there is 
the evaluative belief. This concept refers to whether the 
object of belief is judged to be good or bad. An example of 
evaluative belief is the statement: "This door has a useless
knob." Clearly, this is an evaluative statement. For others 
may view the door knob as useful. Finally, there is prescrip­
tive belief. This concept refers to the desirability or the
undesirability of an action. This type of belief is a
39personal value. An example of a prescriptive belief is the 
36Win iams, American Society, p. 443.
^Scheibe, p. 23.
•*®Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes and Values, pp. 1-21. 
■^Rokeach, The Nature of Human Values, p. 7.
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sentence: "The door knob on this door should be removed,”
Here, the door knob is judged to be undesirable and as such 
is prescribed to be removed. Hence, a personal value is a 
particular type of belief. In the following section, the 
effects of personal value structures on behavior will be 
discussed.
THE EFFECTS OF PEPSONAL VALUE STRUCTURES
ON BEHAVIOR
The previous section clarified the concept of personal 
values by distinguishing it from the concepts of norms, 
attitudes and beliefs. In this section, the effects of 
personal value structures on behavior are discussed. It 
should be remembered that personal value structures are made 
up of several personal values in differing hierarchial orders 
for various individuals.
According to Rokeach, whereas personal values act as
"standards that guide ongoing activities", personal value
structures act as "general plans employed to resolve conflicts
40and to make decisions." That is, in a particular situation 
one value may influence behavior whereas in another situation 
a different value may dominate. However, over an elongated 
time period, the individual's personal value structure will 
influence his behavior in accordance with his hierarchy of 
personal values. Scheibe has argued that personal value
40Ibid., p. 12.
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41structures promote consistency in behavior. That is,
personal value structures remain somewhat stable over a period
of time and as such influence the individual to behave in a
more or less consistent manner. From the previous discussion,
it appears that numerous scholars have assumed that personal
value structures affect human behavior to a large extent.
However, Williams has stated:
Not all behavior shows forth values; psychological 
activities are not values, nor are sheer reflex 
acts. On the other hand, a disinterested moral 
judgment of a governmental policy is clearly an 
evaluative act. Between such widely separated 
cases lie numerous activities of appraisal, 
preference, and selection.^2
Thus, some behavior may be considered as personal value orien­
tation and other behavior patterns may be considered as 
psychological acts or reflexes. For the purposes of this 
research, it is assumed that behavior that is goal-directed 
is affected by personal value structures. This assumption 
has empirical support. Two such empirical supports are 
provided by Peter A. Munch and Douglas W. Rae.
Munch, in his anthropological study of a utopian commu­
nity, has concluded that because of the traditional personal
values of its population, the ethos of technological progress
43was rejected by the community. Rae, in his study of 
^Scheibe, p. 74.
A O
Williams, American Society, p. 441.
4 3Peter A. Munch, "Economic Development and Conflicting 
Values: A Social Experiment in Tristan da Cunha," American
Anthropologist, Volume 72, Number 6 (December, 1970T"i pp. 30-56.
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political policy formulation, has analyzed the relationship
4
between personal value structures and interest articulation. 
He has found that personal values do influence expressions of 
beliefs.
It was assumed above that goal-oriented behavior is 
affected by personal value structures. It is also assumed in 
this investigation, that goal-oriented behavior entails the 
process of decision-making. This assumption will appear 
plausible in the upcoming section on the definition of 
decision-making. In the following paragraphs, the topic of 
decision-making and the effects of personal value structures 
on decision-making will be discussed.
DECISION-MAKING
In this section, several steps are taken. First, the 
concept of decision-making is defined. Second, the process 
of decision-making is delineated. Third, the effects of 
personal value structures on decision-making are discussed.
Decision-Making Defined.
Sisk has defined decision-making as the "selection of
one course of action from two or more alternate courses of 
45action." Graham has defined decision-making as the making
^Douglas W. Rae, "Decision-Rules and Individual Values 
in Constitutional Choice," American Political Science Review, 
Volume 63, Number 1 (March, 196$i, pp. 40-56.
4 5Henry L. Sisk, Management and Organization, South- 
Western Publishing Company, Cincinnati, 1973, pT 232.
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of a choice when individuals face two or more options. 
Generally speaking, various authors have defined decision­
making as a goal-oriented process undertaken by one or more 
individuals when they perceive more than one alternative 
course of action in a situation. However, these definitions 
imply that there is only one step in decision-making— making 
a choice. But, decision-making is a process which consists 
of several steps. They will be discussed in the following 
section.
The Process of Decision-Making.
Similar approaches to the process of decision-making 
have been proposed by various scholars. The following frame­
work proposed by McDonnell is a reasonable representation
47
from the numerous publications on the subject.
According to McDonnell, there are four steps in decision- 
4 8making. The first step is the recognition that a problem 
exists. The recognition of the problem is possible through 
the individual's perception of his organizational environment.
Gerald H. Graham, Management! The Individual, The 
Organization, The Process, Wadsworth Publishing Company, Belmont, 
California, 1975, p. 239.
47For other approaches to the decision-making process, see 
Francis J. Bridges, Kenneth W. Olm, J. Allison Barnhill, Manage­
ment Decisions and Organizational Policy, Allyn and Bacon,
Boston, 19?1, pp. 9-23; Peter F. Drucker, "The Effective 
Decision," Harvard Business Review, Volume 45, Number 1 (January- 
February, 1967), pp. 92-98; H. Igor Ansoff, "Planning as a 
Management Tool," Financial Executive, Volume 32, Number 6 
(June, 1964), pp. 34-37.
48
John F. McDonnell, "The Human Element in Decision- 
Making," Personnel Journal, Volume 53, Number 3 (March, 1974), 
p. 189.
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That is, unless the individual perceives a problem within the 
organizational environment, he will not do anything to remedy
it.«
The second step is the processing of raw data into infor­
mation. This involves the individual using the process of 
abstraction in order to choose between the data that should 
be processed into information and the data that should be 
ignored.^0 That is, the individual faces an infinite number 
of data in his organizational environment. Since it would be 
physically and psychologically impossible for him to consider 
all the data to be processed into information, he would have 
to concentrate on some of the data at the expense of ignoring 
many other data.
The third step, the formulation of alternative proposals, 
entails the individual perceiving and formulating various 
feasible solution proposals in order to remedy the problem.
In other words, in accordance with his within-receiver char­
acteristics, the individual would construct several ways to 
potentially solve the problem. Within-receiver character­
istics are those which are integral parts of the human organism. 
However, there are those factors which are outside of the 
human organism which also affect human communication.
The final step is that of choosing one of the alternative 
solutions. This step consists of the individual's recognition
49For a discussion of perception through the filter of 
the mind, see Lesikar, pp. 48-59.
^See Wendell Johnson, People in Quandaries, Harper and 
Row, New York, 1946, pp. 130-146.
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that the alternative proposal which is chosen has the highest 
net value for the solution of the problem. The effects of 
personal value structures on the decision-making process will 
be dealt with in the next paragraphs.
The Effects of Personal Value Structures on Decision-Making.
As already mentioned, there are several steps in the 
decision-making process. Theoretical assertions have been 
made that personal value structures affect each of the steps 
involved in the process of decision-making. In the following 
paragraphs relevant empirical investigations that have dealt 
with the effects of personal value structures on decision­
making will be discussed.
Pertinent empirical publications on the subject of 
personal value structures and its potential effects on the 
decision-making process as the means to actualize goal- 
oriented behavior have essentially taken two general approaches. 
One approach has been to analyze the effects of personal 
value structures on the perception of individuals and the 
interrelationship of the perception process (as influenced 
by the personal value structures) to decision-making and 
goal-oriented behavior. This approach has been eloquently 
stated by Sisk:
The personal value system of the individual manager 
has a strong influence on his perception of a situ­
ation and his consequent behavior in that situation. 
Decisions are often made where the reference point 
in determining the soundness of the decision is a 
personal value held by the decision-maker himself. 
Compromises almost always represent to some extent 
the compromise of a personal value. Consequently,
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values and the extent to which an individual adheres 
to these values are a major determinant of his 
ability to compromise. Personal value systems also 
influence the way in which a person looks at other 
persons and groups of persons thereby influencing 
his interpersonal relationships. Also, one's con­
cept of what is or is not ethical behavior is deter­
mined largely by his personal value system.51
Included in this approach has been empirical investigations 
which have compared attributed vs. actual personal value 
structures of various groups. That is, after various groups’ 
personal value structures have been measured, these measure­
ments are compared with what each group has assessed to be 
the personal value structures of another group.
A second approach has consisted of describing the expected 
behavior of various groups of individuals based on the 
measurement of their personal value structures. In other 
words, through measuring the personal value structures of 
various groups, a description of their potential goal orien­
tations is made. Implicit in goal-oriented behavior is the 
process of decision-making, as already mentioned. This 
approach has also consisted of an empirical comparison of 
personal value structures of various groups. That is, 
several groups' personal value structures are measured and 
then compared to describe the difference in the expected 
behavior patterns of the groups. The following paragraphs 
will briefly discuss some of the empirical investigations 
that apply to both of these general approaches to the study 




Relevant Empirical Investigations on the Effects of 
Personal Value Structures on Perception.
Several scholars have done empirical investigations on
the effects of personal value structures on the selective
52
perception of individuals. Accordingly, personal values
influence which data are selectively perceived. Thus, "facts"
can have different significance for people, since they would
perceive them differently. March has found that not only do
people have unique selective perception abilities, but also
what they selectively perceive is further molded to enhance
53their overall self-interest. Senger, in his empirical
investigation has concluded that personal value structures
affect managers' perceptions of their subordinates' all-around 
54competence. Furthermore, he has stated that supervisors 
tend to rate higher those subordinates who.have similar 
personal value structures as their own. This author has also 
mentioned that the major source of personal rejection or 
favoritism appears to be the perceived similarities and
52See Kenneth Starck, "Values and Information Source 
Preferences," Journal of Communication, Volume 23, Number 1 
(March, 1973) , pp. 74-8 5; Leo Postman, Jerome Bruner and 
Elliott McGinnies, "Personal Values as Selective Factors in 
Perception," The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 
Volume 43, Number 2 (1948), pp. 142-154.
53For a discussion of how executives perceive and inter­
pret ttn-Lr" differently, see James G. March, "Business Decision 
Making," in Mantck s. Wadia, The Nature and Scope of Management, 
Scott, Foresman and Company, Chicago, 1966, pp. 91-95.
54John Senger, "Managers' Perceptions of Subordinates' 
Competence As A Function of Personal Value Orientations,"
Academy of Management Journal, Volume 14, Number 4 (December, 
1971), pp. 415-423.
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conflicts in the personal values of managers and their
55subordinates. McMurray's thesis supports Senger*s study.
He has attributed what is commonly referred to as "seeing
things eye to eye" to perceived similar personal value
structures.^
Finally, several authors have empirically compared
attributed versus actual personal value structures among
groups. Guth and Tagiuri, in their analysis of three groups
{scientists, research managers and executives), have found
that people frequently misjudge other persons' values. For
example, the scientists attributed higher economic value
orientations to the executives than was actually the case.
Similarly, the executives attributed higher theoretical
value orientations to the scientists than was actually the 
57case. Tagiuri has published similar results in comparing
the attributed versus the actual personal value structures
58of two groups (managers and scientists). These scholars
have had as their goal the improvement of the managerial
functions. As Guth and Tagiuri have argued:
Understanding and taking one's own values into 
explicit account unfortunately is not always enough 
to arrive at a viable strategy. Where management 
operates as a team, understanding of the values
55Ibid., p. 415.
-^Robert N. McMurray, "Conflicts in Human Values," Harvard 
Business Review, Volume 41, Number 3 (May-June, 1963).
5^Guth and Tagiuri, pp. 123-132.
C  Q
Renato Tagiuri, "Value Orientations and the Relationships 
of Managers and Scientists," Administrative Science Quarterly, 
Volume 10, Number 1 (June, 1965), pp. 39-51.
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of the other members becomes important if a strategy 
is to be developed that will gain the genuine 
support of all concerned . . . Here articulate,
explicit statements of strategies and their ramifi­
cations become especially important, for without 
them there is no good way for a member of the group 
to understand what the other members* values are 
and what they really have in mind.59
Hence, these empirical investigations support the assertions 
that selective perception, which affects all aspects of 
decision-making and goal-oriented behavior is heavily influ­
enced by personal value structures.^
Relevant Empirical Investigations on Descriptions of 
Expected Behavior.
Essentially, the empirical investigations that have
measured the personal value structures of various groups
have attempted to describe expected behavior based on the
results of the measurements of personal value structures of
those groups. England has measured the personal value
61structures of a sample of American managers. He has also
analyzed the relationship between the managers' expected
62behavior and their organizational goals. He has concluded 
that personal value structures affect goal-oriented behavior
59(;uth and Tagiuri, pp. 130-131.
^For a clear description of perception see Floyd L. Ruch, 
Psychology and Life, Scott, Foresman and Company, Glenview, 
Illinois, 1967, pp. 300-324.
^George W. England, "Personal Value Systems of American 
Managers," Academy of Management Journal, Volume 10, Number 1 
(March, 1967).
fi 2George W. England, "Organizational Goals and Expected 
Behavior of American Managers," Academy of Management Journal, 
Volume 10, Number 2 (June, 1967).
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and decision-making. England's conception of goal orientation 
refers to a set of goals rather than a singular goal. That 
is, England has argued that goal-directed behavior serves as 
means to reach a number of aims which an individual has set 
for himself. This conclusion has supported Simon's theoretical 
contention that managers' goal orientations (as affected by 
their personal value structures) have a set of goals rather 
than a unitary goal.®'*
Guth and Tagiuri have measured the personal value
64structures of another sample of American managers. They
have reported that their sample of executives had strong
orientations toward economic, theoretical, and political
personal values.®"* The same sample of executives had weak
orientations toward religious, aesthetic, and social personal 
6 6values. Thus, the ramification of this sample's predominant 
orientation toward economic, theoretical, and political 
values, is that these three values would have a great impact 
on their industrial strategy.
The results of the above empirical investigations on 
the expected influence of personal value structures on 
behavior raise a question. Do personal value structures
®^Herbert H. Simon, "On the Concept of Organizational 
Goal," Administrative Science Quarterly, Volume 9, Number 1 
(June, 1964), pp. 1-22.
64
Guth and Tagiuri, pp. 123-132.
65Ibid. , p .  129 .
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remain stable over a period of time? As already mentioned, 
theoretical proposals have been made that personal value 
structures maintain their stability. It will be recalled 
that human behavior remains relatively consistent over a 
space of time as a result of the stability of personal value 
structures. Lusk and Oliver have addressed themselves to 
the above question. They have conducted empirical investi­
gations to determine the relative stability of a sample of 
American managers' personal value structures over a long 
duration. The results of their investigations lend support 
to the theoretical assertion that personal value structures 
are stable during an extensive time period.^
Some investigations have consisted of measuring the 
personal value structures of specific groups within organi­
zations and the expected influence of their personal value 
structures on their goal-oriented behavior and decision­
making. Sikula has studied the personal value structures of
68industrial personnel managers. His conclusion has been 
that the personnel managers put predominant emphasis on 
initiative and competence values rather than security values.
6 7See Edward J. Lusk and Bruce L. Oliver, "American 
Managers' Personal Value Systems— Revisited," Academy of 
Management Journal, Volume 17, Number 3 (September, 1974), 
pp. 549-554, and Edward J. Lusk and Bruce L. Oliver, "The 
Impact of Organizational Interactions on the American Managers' 
Personal Value Systems," (Paper presented at the 1972 National 
Joint ORSA/TIMS/AIIE Meeting, Atlantic City, New Jersey).
6 8Andrew F. Sikula, "The Values and Value Systems of 
Industrial Personnel Managers," Public Personnel Management, 
Volume 2, Number 7 (July, 1973), pp. 305-309.
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In another research, Sikula has analyzed the personal value
structures of personnel in the Federal Department of Health,
Education and Welfare. The results of this study have shown
that these government employees had strong orientations
toward security and esteem values, and weak orientations
69toward aesthetic and social values. Hahn has conducted an
empirical research on the personal value structures of
70purchasing managers. This sample displayed a predominant 
orientation toward security values.
The conclusions of the above empirical investigations 
conducted on specific groups within various types of organi­
zations convey two messages. First, these results imply that
personalities within various types of organizations have
71unique personal value structures. And second, these 
results imply that the personnel of different organizations 
may require divergent motivational programs. The judgment 
of the writer of this dissertation is that motivational 
programs that aim to satisfy the unique personal value 
structures of the personnel of the various firms would be 
more successful than those motivational programs that are
69Andrew F. Sikula, "The Values and Value Systems of 
Government Executives," Public Personnel Management, Volume 2, 
Number 1 (January, 1973), pp. 16-22.
70Chan K. Hahn and John Vana, "Values, Value Systems, 
and Behavior of Purchasing Managers," Journal of Purchasing, 
Volume 9, Number 1 (February, 1973), pp. 15-27.
71See Andrew F. Sikula, "Values and Value Systems: 
Importance and Relationship to Managerial and Organizational 
Behavior," Journal of Psychology, Volume 78, 2nd half (July, 
1971), pp. 277-286.
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applied across the board regardless of the personal value
structures of the employees.
Finally, several empirical investigations have analyzed
and compared the personal value structures of various groups.
These scholars have argued that one may expect different
behavior patterns from these groups if their personal value
structures are significantly different. England, Agarwal,
and Trerise have measured and compared the personal value
72structures of union leaders and managers. Their conclusion
has been that those two groups, as might have been expected,
have significantly different personal value structures. The
numerous conflicts between management and unions may partially
be explained by the contrariety of their personal value
structures. DeSalvia and Gemmill have compared the personal
73value structures of college students to managers. They, 
likewise, have found significant differentiation in the 
personal value structures of these groups. Recent publica­
tions about the emergence of a "generation gap" in industry 
may be partly explained by the emergence of different personal 
value structures of the young Americans versus their elder 
counterparts. Lastly, Peterson has analyzed and compared
7 7George W. England, Naresh C. Agarwal and Robert E. 
Trerise, "Union Leaders and Managers: A Comparison of Value
Systems," Industrial Relations, Volume 10 {May, 1971), pp. 
211-226.
73Donald W. DeSalvia and Gary R. Gemmill, "An Exploratory 
Study of the Personal Value Systems of College Students and 
Managers," Academy of Management Journal, Volume 10, Number 2 
(June, 19 71), pp. 2 27-236.
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the personal value structures of international chief executives
7 4with each other. Peterson has also concluded that his 
samples have had significantly different personal value 
structures and as such has argued against a common multi­
national strategy across various countries in which a firm 
operates.
SUMMARY
Personal values are what individuals conceive as the 
desirable in situations in which they perceive alternative 
courses of action. A number of personal values exist within 
the personalities of men. These personal values may be 
viewed conceptually as forming a hierarchial structure. A 
hierarchial structure or a personal value structure has six 
personal values, according to Spranger. They are theoretical, 
economic, political, social, aesthetic and religious personal 
values.
In order to establish conceptual clarity, personal values 
should be distinguished from the concepts norms, attitudes and 
beliefs. Whereas norms provide standards for behavior, as do 
personal values, norms are more specific, concrete, and 
situation-bound. Values are the criteria by which norms 
themselves may be judged.
An attitude is a predisposition to behave in a certain 
way toward a particular object. As such, it does not prescribe
^Richard B. Peterson, "Across-Cultural Perspective of 
Supervisory Values," Academy of Management Journal, Volume 15, 
Number 1 (March, 19721^ pp. 10 5-117.
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an outcome for its object. A personal value expresses what 
"ought to be" in regard to a particular object or across a 
number of different objects.
A belief is an existential reference. An individual's 
perception of reality constitutes his beliefs about the nature 
of reality. There are three types of beliefs: existential,
evaluative, and prescriptive. An existential belief is what 
the believer judges to be true or false. This type of belief 
can be verified by moving down the level of abstraction. An 
evaluative belief is a reference to whether the object of a 
belief is judged to be good or bad. Evaluative beliefs by 
several people may produce contrary judgments toward an 
object. A prescriptive belief refers to the desirability 
or undesirability of an object and/or a situation. This 
type of belief is a personal value. Thus, a personal value 
is a subsystem of an individual's belief system.
Personal value structures act as standards that guide 
goal-oriented behavior. It is assumed that goal-oriented 
behavior entails the process of decision-making. Decision­
making is the making of a choice which individuals undertake 
when they perceive more than one alternative course of action 
in a situation. The process of decision-making consists of 
four steps. The steps are: 1) the recognition that a
problem exists, 2) the processing of raw data into information, 
3) the formulation of alternative proposals, and 4) the 
choosing of one of the alternative proposals. Personal values 
affect the decision-making process which is an aspect of 
human behavior.
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Pertinent empirical investigations on the subject of 
personal value structures and their potential effects on the 
decision-making process as the means to actualize goal- 
directed behavior have taken two approaches. One approach 
has been to analyze the effects of personal value structures 
on the perception of individuals and the interrelationship 
of the perception process {as influenced by the personal 
value structures) to decision-making and goal-oriented 
behavior. A second approach has been to describe the expected 
behavior of men based on the results of measuring their 
personal value structures.
The empirical investigations have supported several 
theoretical contentions. First, the empirical studies have 
shown that personal value structures do affect the percep­
tion of individuals. Perception affects decision-making and 
goal-oriented behavior. Second, the empirical studies have 
shown that individuals have unique hierarchies of personal 
values. Also, these studies have implied that personalities 
within various types of organizations have particular personal 
value structures. As such, the personnel of different organi­
zations may require divergent motivational programs. Third, 
these investigations have shown that personal value structures 
remain stable over an elongated time horizon. Hence, 
personal value structures influence behavior to be consistent 
over a period of time. Finally, these studies have shown 
that divergencies in expected behavior of various groups may 
be explained partially by their different personal value
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structures. Thus, personal value structures help explain 
conflicts between individuals and conflicts between groups.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This investigation was undertaken to study the relation­
ship, if any, between personal values and the decision-making 
process. In this chapter, the methodology used in the 
research is delineated in several steps. First, the char­
acteristics of the sample are stated. Second, the instru­
ments used in the measurement of personal values and courses 
of action are discussed. Lastly, the procedure used in this 
investigation is explained.
THE SUBJECTS
Two groups of white, male American students at Louisiana 
State University were used as the sample for this study. One 
group consisted of first year undergraduate business adminis­
tration students. The second group was comprised of second 
year graduate business students. The reason for choosing 
each of these nearly homogeneous groups was to compare their 
personal value structures and their preferred courses of 
action with respect to two independent variables, their age 
and their level of education. The occasion for the exclusion 
of international, minority, and female students has been to 
exclude cultural characteristic differences attributed to 
citizenship, race, and sex. As mentioned in Chapter II,
36
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personal values are learned in part* at least* from one's 
culture. It is reasonable to assume that international 
students* members of minority races, and female students 
would have been subject to learning different value orien­
tations than white, American males. It should be remembered 
that hypotheses one through six in Chapter I contend that 
there is positive correlation between the sample's personal 
value structures and preferred courses of action. By se­
lecting and studying the relationship between the personal 
values of the white, American male students and their choices 
of action* undue cultural differences were eliminated from 
the results of the investigation. However* as already men­
tioned* the two groups comprising the sample do differ with 
respect to two variables: age and level of education. The
mean of the variables age and education for the two groups 
are presented in Table 1 below. This table shows there is 
a mean difference of five years in the age variable and four 
years in the education variable among the two classes. It
TABLE 1
Mean Number of Years for Age and Level of Education
Variable Undergraduates Graduates
Mean Age in Years 19 24
Mean Level of Education 
in Years 14 18
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should be remembered that hypothesis seven in Chapter I has 
contended that due to age and education differences/ the two 
groups would have significantly different personal value 
structures. Alsof it should be remembered that hypothesis 
eight in Chapter I has contended that because of different 
personal value structures the two groups would indicate dif­
ferent hierarchies of preferences of choices of action.
Table 2 shows the mean number of years of working exper­
ience, supervisory experience, and the mean number of popula­
tion of the community from which the members of the sample 
came from. Because of the extreme diversity of the family 
background of the members of the sample, the author did not 
consider their classification as a meaningful refinement of 
the information available on the sample.
TABLE 2
Mean Number of Years for Work Experience And 
Average Community Size of the Sample
Variable Undergraduates Graduates
Mean Work Experience 
in Years— Part-time 5 6
Mean Work Experience 
in Years— Full-time . 5 2
Mean Supervisory Experience 
in Years .2 1
Mean Community Size 
in Number of People 65,000 60,000
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The results of the effects of the age and education 
variables on the personal value structures and the decision­
making of the two classes are presented in Chapter IV. These 
results have validity only for the students of business admin­
istration of the College of Business Administration of Louis­
iana State University. Validation for wider samples might 
be possible, but no attempt was made to enlarge the scope of 
coverage for this study.
THE QUESTIONNAIRES
The students who took part in this research were asked 
to complete two questionnaires, A copy of each of the ques­
tionnaires used is found in the Appendix of this dissertation. 
The first questionnaire (Questionnaire A in the Appendix) has 
been composed by the investigator of this study. This ques­
tionnaire was validated by a panel of three Louisiana State 
University professors. Two of these professors were in the 
Department of Sociology and the third professor was in the 
Department of Psychology.
A pilot test of this questionnaire was conducted with 
the assistance of 15 undergraduates and 15 graduate students.
As a result of this pilot test, the format of the community 
size question (page 131 in the Appendix) was changed. In the 
original form, one blank was provided to answer this question. 
However, the final form presented the respondents with four 
categories of approximate community sizes from which to choose. 
No further changes were made, as the other questions seemed 
explicitly clear to the pilot sample.
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The first and second pages of Questionnaire A contain 
requests for biographical data and information about the partic­
ipants. This includes the individual's college (Business, 
other), classification (undergraduate, graduate), sex, race, 
citizenship, age, work experience, family background, and 
size of his community. Those questionnaires which were sub­
mitted by non-business majors, females, members of minority 
groups and international students were eliminated from the 
study. On top of the third page of this questionnaire a 
brief direction is provided on how to complete the question­
naire. On the remainder of page three and pages four through 
eight, various situations are presented. Each situation has 
six alternative courses of action associated with it. The 
respondents were asked to rank their preferences for each of 
the courses of action. The respondents were informed that 
their hierarchies of preferences should be expressed in terms 
of 1 as their most preferred course of action, 2^ as their 
second most preferred course of action, .3 as their third 
preferred course of action, £ as their fourth preferred course 
of action, as their fifth preferred course of action, and 6^ 
as their least preferred course of action. Each of the six 
courses of action under the situational descriptions has a 
predominant personal value associated with it. For example, 
in situation description number one, six courses of action 
are provided. These courses of action have predominantly 
theoretical, economic, political, aesthetic, religious and 
social personal values associated with them. Hence, the 
respondents' hierarchies of courses of action may have
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suggested how their personal values were ordered within their 
personalities. That is, theoretically, as has been stated in 
Chapter II, the individuals' personal value structures should 
have influenced their ranking of their preferred courses of
action.
The second questionnaire (Questionnaire B in the Appendix) 
used in this study, as already mentioned and cited, is Allport, 
Vernon and Lindzey's study of values. This questionnaire 
measures the personal values of individuals and ranks them by 
asking the respondents their preferences for various concepts 
and choices. Part one of the questionnaire presents a number 
of controversial statements or questions. Each of these ques­
tions and statements have two alternative answers which the 
respondent would rank according to his hierarchy of prefer­
ences. Part two of the questionnaire presents a number of 
situations or questions followed by four alternative answers. 
Again, the respondent would rank these alternatives according 
to his hierarchy of preferences. The scoring of this ques­
tionnaire is dealt with in the procedure section of this
chapter. This questionnaire has been given to many samples
75including college students for many years.
THE PROCEDURE
In this section, two topics are discussed. The 
first topic is the procedure used to collect the data.
1 ^Gordon W. Allport, Philip E. Vernon, and Gardner 
Lindzey, study of Values; Manual of Directions, Houghton 
Mifflin Company, Boston, 3rd edition, 19<>6.
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The second topic is the procedure used in scoring the 
questionnaires.
The respondents in this research were obtained with the 
cooperation of several instructors of the College of Business 
Administration of Louisiana State University where the author 
was an instructor at the time this investigation was conducted. 
A personal visit was made to the instructor whose students 
were to be asked to take part in the research. Upon getting 
each instructor's approval, the author made available to the 
educator the qiestionnaires that appear in the Appendix to 
be distributed to his pupils. Each instructor was asked to 
elicit the cooperation of his students in the fulfillment of 
the questionnaires. The students were informed by their 
teachers that their participation had been requested by one 
of the Doctoral candidates of the College of Business Admin­
istration for his dissertation research. The author requested 
that the educators have their students read the directions 
on the questionnaires and complete them accordingly, without 
asking questions from anyone. As the directions on the 
questionnaires were clearly written and as individual col­
laboration (with no influence from the instructor or other 
students) was needed, the author's opinion was that each 
student should complete the questionnaire with no feedback 
from others in his proximity. The completed questionnaires 
were then submitted to the researcher by each of the parti­
cipating instructors.
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The scoring of the first questionnaire (Questionnaire A 
in the Appendix) was done as follows. The subjects were 
instructed to rank each of the six alternatives under the 
situational descriptions in accordance with their hierarchy 
of preferences. Thus, their most preferred course of action 
was to be assigned number one, their second preferred course 
of action was to be assigned number two and other selections 
were made until their least preferred course of action was 
assigned the number six. As already mentioned, each of the 
six alternative courses of action under the situational 
descriptions have a predominant personal value associated 
with them. These personal values are written in parentheses 
to the left of each of the six alternatives under the sit­
uational descriptions (see Questionnaire A in the Appendix). 
The questionnaires that were actually distributed to the 
sample, of course, did not have the alternative courses of 
actions with the aforementioned personal values identified 
in parentheses to the side. In the scoring procedure of 
this questionnaire, three scores were derived from the sample 
for each of the six personal values. These scores are the 
mean for the undergraduate group, the mean for the graduate 
group, and the mean for the total sample. These results are 
recorded in Chapter IV of this dissertation. Before the 
statistical methodology used to analyze the interaction of 
the two questionnaires is discussed, the procedure used in 
scoring the second questionnaire (Questionnaire B in the 
Appendix) is described.
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The scoring of the second questionnaire was done as 
follows. The vertical columns of scores of each page were 
added together and entered as subtotals on the score sheet 
which appears on the last page of the questionnaire. The 
subtotals under each of the theoretical, economic, aesthetic, 
social, political, and religious personal values were then 
added into final totals. For a more detailed description of 
the scoring see page 149 of the Appendix. The relative values 
of the final totals with respect to each other constituted 
each individual's hierarchy of personal values. Hence, the 
last sheet of the questionnaire (Questionnaire B in the 
Appendix) shows that the respondent's personal value structure 
has the following hierarchy* economic (58), theoretical (57), 
political (46), social (32), aesthetic (30) and religious (17), 
respectively. In the scoring procedure of this questionnaire, 
three scores were obtained from the sample for each of the 
six personal values. These scores, which appear in Chapter 
IV, are the mean scores for the undergraduate group, the 
graduate group, and the total sample.
Two tools of statistical analysis were utilized to 
analyze the data collected by the above two questionnaires 
for this research. They were correlation analysis and multi­
variate analysis of variance.
Specifically, correlation analysis was used to test 
hypotheses one through six in Chapter I. Correlation analysis 
would determine the relationship, if any, between the personal 
value structures of the sample and their hierarchies of
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preferred choices of action. That is, the mean scores of the 
personal values of the undergraduate group (Questionnaire B 
in the Appendix) were correlated with the mean scores of 
their choices of action (Questionnaire A in the Appendix).
The mean scores of the personal values of the graduate group 
(Questionnaire B in the Appendix) were correlated with the 
mean scores of their choices of action (Questionnaire A in 
the Appendix). Finally, the mean scores of the personal 
values of the total sample (Questionnaire B in the Appendix) 
were correlated with their mean scores of their choices of 
action (Questionnaire A in the Appendix).
Multivariate analysis of variance was used to test 
hypotheses seven and eight in Chapter I. That is, the vari­
ances of each of the six personal values of the two groups 
were simultaneously compared to determine if they were sig­
nificantly different from each other. Also, the variances 
of each of the courses of action (each course of action 
predominant with a particular personal value) of the two 
groups were simultaneously compared to determine if they were 
significantly different from each other. These results and 
others are reported in the following chapter.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OP THE STUDY
In this chapter, the results of the statistical analysis 
are presented. Analyses and interpretations of the results 
are not attempted in this section, but are presented in 
Chapter V.
As already mentioned, two tools of statistical analysis
were used in this study. They were correlation analysis and
76multivariate analysis of variance. Tables 4-6 show the
results of the correlation analyses. Tables 7-8 show the 
results of the multivariate analyses of variance. Before 
the results for correlation analysis and multivariate anal­
ysis of variance are presented, the results of the means of 
each of the personal values and their courses of action are 
depicted in Tables 1-3.
RESULTS OF THE MEANS
The results of the means of each of the personal values 
(measured by Questionnaire B in the Appendix) and the means
^Correlation analysis was adopted from J. P. Guilford, 
Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Education, McGraw- 
Hill Book Company, New York, 4th ealtion, 1965, pp. 268-303; 
Multivariate analysis of variance was adopted from John P. 
VandeGeer, Introduction to Multivariate Analysis for the 
Social Sciences, w. H. Freeman and Company, San Francisco, 
TT tT; and Jerome C. R. Lei, Statistical Inference, Edwards 
Brothers, Inc., Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1969.
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of each of the courses of action (measured by Questionnaire 
A in the Appendix) for the whole sample (120) are presented 
in Table 1. The total sample consisted of 60 undergraduates 
and 60 graduate students.
TABLE 1
Mean Scores for Personal Values 
and Courses of Action for the Total Sample 
(60 Undergraduates and 60 Graduate Students; n = 120)
Questionnaire B 
Personal Values Mean Score
Questionnaire A 
Mean Score Courses of
Action
Economic 45. 54 2.41 Economic
( Political 43.42 2.78 Theoretical
j
Theoretical 41.37 3.23 Social
Aesthetic 38.08 3. 50 Political
Social 37.04 4.48 Religious
Religious 34.35 4.62 Aesthetic
The average personal value structure for the total sample 
consisted of the following order: economic (45.54), political
(43.42), theoretical (41.37), aesthetic (38.08), social 
(37.04), and religious (34.35) personal values, respectively. 
The intensities of the personal values, relative to each 
other, are denoted by their mean scores in the parentheses.
The higher the mean score, the more intense the particular
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personal value relative to all other personal values. The 
average preferences for the courses of action for the total 
sample consisted of the following order: economic (2.41),
theoretical (2.78), social (3.23), political (3.50), reli­
gious (4.48), and aesthetic (4.62), respectively. The 
intensities of preferred courses of action, relative to 
each other, are denoted by their mean scores in the paren­
theses. The lower the mean score, the more intense the 
particular course of action relative to all other courses 
of action. The reason for the lower scores denoting higher 
intensities in this part is, as already mentioned, that the 
most preferred course of action was to be assigned the lowest 
value (1.) , while the least preferred course of action was to 
be assigned the highest value (<>) by the respondents. Hence, 
the lowest average of these values represents the highest 
mean score, while the highest average of these values repre­
sents the lowest mean score for each of the courses of action.
The results of the means of the personal values (measured 
by Questionnaire B in the Appendix) and the means of each of 
the courses of action (measured by Questionnaire A in the 
Appendix) for each of the groups (undergraduate and graduate 
students) are presented in Tables 2 and 3. The results of 
Tables 2 and 3 are evidence that the mean scores of the 
personal values and the preferred courses of action of both 
groups are very close to each other. Although the hierarchy 
of personal values is somewhat different for the undergrad­
uates and the graduate students, according to their scores
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TABLE 2
Mean Scores for Personal Values and Courses of Action 
for the Undergraduates (n * 60)
Questionnaire B 
Personal Values Mean Score
Questionnaire A 
Mean Score Courses of
Action
Economic 45.72 2.49 Economic
Political 44.83 2. 81 Theoretical
Theoretical 41.85 3.16 Social
Social 37. 57 3.46 Political
Aesthetic 36.78 4.50 Religious
Religious 33.42 4.57 Aesthetic
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TABLE 3
Mean Scores for Personal Values and Courses of Action 
for the Graduate Students (n = 60)
Questionnaire B 
Personal Values Mean Score
Questionnaire A 





! Political! 42.00 2.72 Theoretical
Theoretical 40.88 3.30 Social
Aesthetic 39.37 3.53 Political
Social 36. 50 4.45 Religious
Religious 35.27 4.67 Aesthetic
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on the Allport, Vernon and Lindzey study, their order of 
preferred courses of action are exactly alike. While the 
hierarchy of personal values of the undergraduates is some­
what different than the total sample, the hierarchy of the 
personal values of the graduate students is exactly the same 
as the total sample. Since, the order of preferred courses 
of action are the same for each of the classes, it follows 
that the total sample also shows the same order of mean 
scores for the preferred courses of action.
In summary, the results of the means of the personal 
values and the means of their courses of action of each 
class within the sample show a great deal of similarity to 
each other. That is, these results indicate that, on the 
average, the personalities of the two groups resemble each 
other.
THE RESULTS OF CORRELATION ANALYSIS
The results of the correlation of the personal values 
and the preferred courses of action for the total sample are 
presented in Table 4. These results show that the mean scores 
of the six personal values are positively correlated with 
their courses of action scores (the diagonal coefficients 
underlined). All of these six correlation coefficients are
77It should be noted that even though the averages of 
the personal values and their courses of action are similar 
for the undergraduate and the graduate students, significant 
variations exist within and across the two classes. This 




Correlation Analysis for the Total Sample
Undergraduate and Graduate Students Combined (n « 120)
\  O\ *r|































Theoretical .24** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.23**
Economic N.S. .25** N.S. N.S. N.S. -.21*
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .25** N.S. N.S. -.18*
Social N.S. -.23** N.S. .28** -.15APP* N.S.
Political N.S. l5App. a 5 App. N.S. .31** -.19*
Religious -,16APP--,15App--.15App* -.14App*-.14App* .55**
* Level of Significance = -05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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significant at .01 level of significance. The correlation 
between the related value scores and courses of action scores 
are higher than any of the correlations between the unrelated 
value scores and courses of action scores. This indicates 
that all the personal values had stronger relationships with 
their own courses of action than with other courses of action. 
For instance, the economic personal value had a higher cor­
relation coefficient with the economic course of action than 
with the theoretical, the aesthetic, the social, the polit­
ical, and the religious courses of action.
The results of the correlation of the personal values 
and the preferred courses of action for the undergraduate 
group are presented in Table 5. The mean scores of the 
economic and aesthetic personal values of this group are 
positively correlated with the mean scores of their courses 
of action (the diagonal coefficients underlined) and are 
significant at .05 level of significance. The mean scores of
the political and religious personal values of this group
are positively correlated with the mean scores of their 
courses of action (also underlined) and are significant at 
.01 level of significance. However, the theoretical and social 
correlation coefficients of this group are not significant at
either .01 or .05 levels of significance.
The results of the correlation of personal values and 
the preferred courses of action for the graduate group are 
presented in Table 6. The mean scores of the personal values 
are positively correlated with the mean scores of their courses
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TABLE 5
Correlation Analysis for Undergraduates tn = 60)
\  C\  O
\  * H  \






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.26*
Economic N.S. .27* N.S. N.S. . 19APP* -.25APP’
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .30* N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. -,21APP- N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S .
Political N.S. .24flPP’-,20APP- N.S. .33** N.S.
Religious N.S. -.26* -.21APP- N.S. N.S. .61**
* Level of Significance - .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App, = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 6
Correlation Analysis for Graduate Students (n * 60)
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Theoretica1 .38** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.21APP<
Economic -.33** .25* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .23App■ N.S. N.S. -.20ApP<
Social -.22App* -.25* N.S. .34** N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .27* -.2lApP
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. -,24APP- N.S. .47**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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of action (the diagonal coefficients underlined). The theo­
retical r social, and religious correlation coefficients are 
significant at .01 level of significance. The economic and 
political correlation coefficients are significant at .05 
level of significance. The aesthetic correlation coefficient 
is significant at .10 level of significance. The results 
of the correlation of personal values and the preferred 
courses of action for each of the questions (Questionnaire 
A in the Appendix) are presented in Tables 9-36 at the end 
of this chapter.
In summary, the results of correlation analysis indicate 
a positive correlation between the personal values and their 
courses of action for the total sample as well as the grad­
uate class. These results also indicate a positive correla­
tion between the economic, aesthetic, political, and reli­
gious personal values and their courses of action for the 
undergraduate class. However, no significant correlation 
was found between the theoretical and social personal values 
and their courses of action for the undergraduates. The 
results of multivariate analysis of variance are presented 
in the following section.
RESULTS OF MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
In this section, the results of muliivariate analysis 
of variance are presented for the undergraduate and the grad­
uate students' personal values and their courses of action. 
The results of the personal values of the two classes are
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presented in Table 7 and the results of their courses of 
action are presented in Table 8. The outcome of multivariate 
analysis of variance for the personal value* (Table 7) shows 
that the personal value structures of the undergraduates are 
significantly different from the graduate students (Wilkfs 
lambda of .8948 is significant at .05 level of significance). 
The outcome of multivariate analysis of variance for the 
courses of action (Table 8) shows that the hierarchies of 
preferred courses of action of the undergraduates are signi­
ficantly different from the graduate students (Wilk's lambda 
of .9879 is significant at .01 level of significance).
Each of the personal values and their courses of action 
have also been subject to analysis of variance. These results 
are presented at the end of this section in this Chapter 
(Tables 39-50). The outcome of the analysis of variance of 
the theoretical, the economic, the aesthetic, the social, and 
the religious personal values for the two classes show no 
significance. That is, these five personal values of the 
two groups show similarities when they are viewed independ­
ently. However, when these personal values are viewed as 
a system, or as personal value structures, they do not show 
similarities (as was mentioned above with the results of 
multivariate analysis of variance). The outcome of the anal­
ysis of variance of the political personal value for the two 
classes shows significance at .01 level of significance.
This indicates that the political personal values of the two 
groups are not similar when viewed independently.
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TABLE 7










Class 1 Class* .8948*
Error 118
Total 119
0 Explicit values for the sums-of-squares matrices are given 
in Table 37 at the end of this chapter. .
* Level of Significance - .05
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TABLE 8










Class 1 Class0 .9879**
ID (Class) 118 ID .3774**
Question 13 Question .2331**
Class and 
Question





° Explicit values for the sums-of-squares matrices are given 
in Table 3 8 at the end of this chapter.
** Level of Significance = .01
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The outcome of the analysis of variance of the courses 
of action for the two groups show no significance* This 
suggests that the preferred courses of action for the two 
classes are similar when analyzed independently. Neverthe­
less, when the courses of action are viewed in totality, or 
as hierarchies of preferred courses of action, they do not 
show similarities (as mentioned above with the results of 
multivariate analysis of variance).
In summary, the results of multivariate analysis of 
variance for the personal value structures and the hierarchies 
of preferred courses of action for the undergraduate and the 
graduate students show differences between the classes. Spe­
cifically, these results show that the personal value struc­
tures of the two groups are divergent. Furthermore, these 
results demonstrate that the hierarchies of preferred courses 
of action between the two groups are dissimilar.
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TABLE 9
Correlation Analysis, Question #1, Undergraduates (n = 60)
\  o






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Economic .29* .31** N.S. N.S. -.22APP 1 N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Social -.21APP* -.32** N.S. .27* N.S . N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 10
Correlation Analysis, Question #1, Graduate Students (n = 60)
\  O





























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic .29* . 31** N.S. N.S. -.22APP- N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social -.21APP* -.32** N.S. .27* N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 11
Correlation Analysis, Question #2, Undergraduates (n = 60)
\ c \  O \\ -U





























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social -.31* N.S. .24* .24APP* N.S. N.S.
Political N.S . N.S . .24APP’ N.S. .22ApP ’ N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .48**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 12
Correlation Analysis, Question #2, Graduate Students (n = 60)
\  o\ *H






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. .28* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 13
Correlation Analysis, Question #3, Undergraduates (n = 60)
\  o\ ■ rl
\  ■»J





























Theoretical N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social -.31* N.S. .24* 24APP* N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. .24APP< N.S. 22App. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .48**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 14
Correlation Analysis, Question #3, Graduate Students (n = 60)
\  O
\





























Theoretical .27* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.51**
Economic .33** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
App.
Political -.23 N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 15

































Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .29* N.S. - .22APP * N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. -.21APP* N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. - .24APP * N.S. igAPP. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 16


































Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Economic N.S. .34** N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. .23APP* N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 17
Correlation Analysis, Question #5, Undergraduates (n = 60)
\  c: \  o\ -H
\
































Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. 22APP- N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. .27* N.S. N.S. .23App.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. -.26* N.S. N.S. N.S. .24APP'
* Level of Significance = -05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. s* Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 18
Correlation Analysis, Question #5, Graduate Students (n = 60)
\ c \  0 \ 'H






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. .24ApP* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. .32** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. ,22APP* N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. -.25* N.S. N.S. . 28*
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 19
Correlation Analysis/ Question #6, Undergraduates (n = 60)



























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. 26* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .22App* N.S .
Religious N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. . 31*
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 20
Correlation Analysis, Question #6, Graduate Students (n = 60)






























Theoretical .26* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.26*
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .28* N.S.
Social N.S. N.S, N.S. N.S. -.21ApP* N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. -.30* N.S. . 33**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 21
Correlation Analysis, Question #7, Undergraduates (n = 60)































Theore tical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N. S.
Economic -.23APP* .30* N.S. N.S. N.S. i • UJ o »
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .35** N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social .37** -.23APP’ N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .21A? P - N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. -.29* N.S. -.24AP P ’ .58**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance - .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 22
Correlation Analysis, Question #7, Graduate Students (n = 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. .39** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .40** N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .28* N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.27*
Religious N.S. N.S. -.26* N.S. N.S. .50**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 2 3
Correlation Analysis, Question #8, Undergraduates (n = 60)






























Theoretical . 31* N. S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.30*
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic _.24APp - N.S. .25* N.S. N.S . N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .21*PP’ N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.26*
Religious N- S. -,25App- -.27* N.S. N.S. . 71**
* Level of Significance - .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. * Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
TABLE 24
Correlation Analysis, Question #8, Graduate Students (n = €0)
\  c \  O\ ' r-|
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Theoretical .48** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.26*
Economic N.S. . 30* -.31* N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. .44** N.S . N.S. -.2 5APP'
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.2 5APP * .52**
* Level of Significance = .05
■ ** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level {i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 25
Correlation Analysis, Question #9, Undergraduates (n = 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .26* N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .29**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 26
Correlation Analysis, Question #9, Graduate Students (n = 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N. S . N.S. -.42**
Economic N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.35** N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N. S . N.S. N.S. -.38** N.S. . 37**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 2 7
Correlation Analysis, Question #10, Undergraduates (n = 60)






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. . 28* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. -.25* N.S. .31* N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. ,22APP- -.21App' N.S. .26* N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 28
Correlation Analysis, Question #10, Graduate Students (n = 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. . 26* -.31* N.S .
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 20App. -.31*
religious N.S. N.S. N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level {i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 29
Correlation Analysis, Question ill. Undergraduates (n - 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 22App. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. -.22ApP' .29* -.21ApP‘
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . -.27* N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.22ApP N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.27*
Religious N.S . N.S. -.25* N.S. N.S. .39**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 30
Correlation Analysis, Question #11, Graduate Students (n - 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic .25* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic -.33** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. -.27* N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 31
Correlation Analysis, Question #12, Undergraduates (n = 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. .21APP* N.S. N.S. N.S .
Economic -.25APP* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic .29* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. .27* N.S. N.S.
Political N. S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S . -.27* .27* N.S.
* *
Level of Significance = .05 
Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 3 2
Correlation Analysis, Question #12, Graduate Students (n = 60)
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Theoretical .25* N.S . N.S. N. S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S . .29* N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N. S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. .29* N.S. -,24APP
Religious N.S. N.S. N. S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 33
Correlation Analysis, Question #13, Undergraduates (n = 60)






























Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N. s. N.S .
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S . -.33** N.S.
Political N.S. N. S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious -,24App- N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 34

































Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S .
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S .
Aesthetic N.S. .41** N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N. S . N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. .39** -.27*
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. =* Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 3 5
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Theoretical N.S. 22APP- N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. -.29*
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Religious N.S. -.25* .27* N.S. N.S. .34**
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. = Approaching Rejection Level (i.e., between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
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TABLE 36
Correlation Analysis# Question #14# Graduate Students (n » 60)
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Theoretical N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
«•1 N.S.
Economic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Aesthetic N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Social N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Political N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. ,23App. N.S.
Religious N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
* Level of Significance = .05
** Level of Significance = .01
App. a Approaching Rejection Level (i.e.# between .05 and
.10 Level of Significance)
N.S. = Not Significant
TABLE 37
SUMS-OF-SQUARES MATRICES FOR PERSONAL VALUE:s
Theoretical Economic Aesthetic Social Political Religious
Theoretical 28.03 10 '63 -74.91 30.93 82.16 -53.65
Economic 10.63 4.03 -28.41 11.73 31.16 -20.35
Aesthetic -74.91 -28.41 200.20 -82.66 -219.58 143.37
Social 30.93 11.73 -82.66 34.13 90.66 -59.20
Political 82.16 31.16 -219,58 90.66 240.83 -157.25
Religious -53.65 -20.35 143.37 -59.20 -157.25 102.67
TABLE 38
SUMS-OF-SQUARES MATRICES FOR COURSES OF ACTION
'Theoretical
l
Economic Aesthetic Social Political Religious
Theoretical 3.17 6.12 -3.78 -5.17 -2.86 1.78






Social -5.17 -9.98 6.16 8.42 4.67 -2.90
Political -2.86 -5.53 3.41 4.67 2.59 -1.61
Religious 1.78 3.44 -2.12 -2.90 -1,61 1.00
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TABLE 39








Class 1 28.0333 28.0333 . 7427
Error 118 4453.8333 37.7443
Total 119 4481.8666
TABLE 40








Class 1 4.0333 4.0333 .0621












Class 1 34.1333 34.1333 .5832













Class 1 200.2083 200.2083 2.4067












Class 1 240.8333 240.8333 5.19120*
Error 118 5474.3333 46.3926
Total 119 5715.1667
* Level of Significance * .05
TABLE 44








Class 1 102.6750 102.6750 1.0729












Claes 1 3.1720 3.1720 1.0973
Error 1534 2379.6750 1.5513
Total 1535 3613.0660
TABLE 46








Class 1 11.8339 11.8339 3.0535












Class 1 4.5053 4.5053 1.4755
Error 1534 2256.6035 1.4711
Total 1535 3470.4277
TABLE 48








Class 1 8.4291 8.4291 1.7754












Class 1 2.5928 2.5928 .6635
Error 1534 2594.5833 1.6913
Total 1535 4611.9616
TABLE 50








Class 1 1.0005 1.0005 .1489
Error 1534 2386.9607 1.5560
Total 1535 3928.9992
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS BY HYPOTHESES
Hypothesis 1: There was v positive correlation between the
theoretical personal value and its course of action for 
the graduate students. There was no significant cor­
relation between the theoretical personal value and its 
course of action for the undergraduate students.
Hypothesis 2: There was a positive correlation between the
economic personal value and its course of action for 
both groups of students.
Hypothesis 3: There was a positive correlation between the
political personal value and its course of action for 
both groups of students.
Hypothesis 4: There was a positive correlation between the
social personal value and its course of action for the 
graduate students. There was no significant correlation 
between the social personal value and its course of 
action for the undergraduate students.
Hypothesis 5: There was a positive correlation between the
aesthetic personal value and its course of action for 
both groups of students.
Hypothesis 6: There was a positive correlation between the
religious personal value and its course of action for 
both groups of students.
Hypothesis 7: There were significant differences between
the personal value structures of the two groups.
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Hypothesis 8: There were significant differences between




AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
In this chapter, the results of the investigation 
reported in Chapter IV are interpreted and discussed. First, 
the results of the means of each of the personal values and 
the means of each of the courses of action for the under­
graduate and graduate students are examined. Second, the 
results of correlation analysis for the groups are analyzed. 
Third, the results of multivariate analysis of variance for 
the two classes are interpreted. Finally, suggestions for 
future research based on the results of this study are made.
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE 
PERSONAL VALUES AND COURSES OF ACTION 
OF THE UNDERGRADUATE AND THE GRADUATE STUDENTS
In this section, the results of the mean scores of each 
of the personal values and the mean scores of each of the 
courses of action for the undergraduate and the graduate 
students are examined. The results of the mean scores of the 
personal values and the mean scores of their courses of action 
for the undergraduate and the graduate students (Tables 2 and 
3, Chapter IV) show distinct resemblances. These results
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demonstrate that the differences in the intensities of the 
averages between the two groups1 personal values were neg­
ligible. There was less than one point difference between 
the economic and the theoretical personal values of the two 
groups. There was less than two points difference between 
the social and religious personal values of the groups. 
Furthermore, there was less than three points difference 
between the political and aesthetic personal values of the 
classes.
The results of the mean scores of the preferred courses 
of action for the undergraduate and graduate students also 
showed resemblances (Tables 2 and 3, Chapter IV). These 
results demonstrated that the differences in the intensities 
of the averages of the two groups1 courses of action were 
negligible. There was less than one-tenth of a point differ­
ence between the theoretical, political, and religious courses 
of action for the two groups. And, there was less than one- 
fifth of a point difference between the economic, social, and 
aesthetic courses of action.
Note should be taken that, in this section, the mean 
intensities of the theoretical, the economic, the aesthetic, 
the social, the political, and the religious personal values 
and the mean scores of their courses of action of the under­
graduates were compared with those of the graduate students, 
independently. For instance, the mean score of the theoretical 
personal values of the undergraduates were compared with the 
mean score of the theoretical personal values of the graduate
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students; the mean score of the theoretical courses of action 
of the undergraduates were compared with the mean score of 
the theoretical courses of action of the graduate students, 
and likewise with the other five personal values and their 
courses of action. Hence, these results signify that the 
components of the personal value structures and the hier­
archies of preferred courses of action of the two classes 
were alike. Comparisons of the total system of the personal 
values and their courses of action of the two groups were not 
attempted here, but are dealt with in the section of multi­
variate analysis of variance.
In summation, the averages of the components of the 
personal value structures of the undergraduate and the 
graduate students showed distinct similarities. Also, the 
averages of the components of the hierarchy of preferred 
courses of action for the two classes showed many resemblances.
EFFECTS OF PERSONAL VALUES ON 
DECISION-MAKING
As mentioned before, correlation analysis was used to 
analyze the effects of personal values of the sample on their 
decision-making. In this part, the results of correlation 
analysis are examined for each class. The results of Table 
5 in Chapter IV do not indicate significant correlations 
between the theoretical and the social personal values and 
their courses of action for the undergraduates. However, 
these results do indicate positive correlations between the
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economic, the aesthetic, the political, and the religious 
personal values and their courses of action for the same 
group. The coefficients of correlation for this class ranged 
from .27 for the economic coefficient to .61 for the reli­
gious coefficient.
The results of Table 6 in Chapter IV indicate positive 
correlations between the graduate students' personal values 
and their preferred courses of action. The coefficients of 
correlation for this class ranged from .23 for the aesthetic 
coefficient to .47 for the religious coefficient.
The results of Table 4 in Chapter IV indicate positive 
correlations between personal values and their hierarchy of 
preferred courses of action for the total sample. The 
coefficients of correlation for the sample ranged from .24 
for the theoretical coefficient to .55 for the religious 
coefficient. But what is the interpretation of the various 
correlation coefficients? Is a coefficient of .23 small, 
while a coefficient of .61 large?
According to Guilford, interpretation and analyses of
7 8correlation coefficients are a matter of relativity. What
may be a large correlation for one purpose may be considered
as a small one for another purpose. However, this author has
argued that a coefficient correlation of .20 or more repre-
79
sents a definite relationship between two variables.
78
Guilford, p. 145. 
79Ibid.
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Furthermore, Guilford has stated that "when one is investi­
gating a purely theoretical problem, even very small cor­
relations, if statistically significant (undoubtedly not
80zero), are often very indicative of a psychological law.1* 
Based on Guilford's theoretical framework, the following 
interpretations are proposed. First, interpretations are 
made from the results of the undergraduates; second, inter­
pretations are made from results of the graduate students.
Interpretations from the Results of the Undergraduates.
It should be remembered that the results of the cor-
¥
relation analysis indicated two non-significant, coefficients 
and four significant coefficients for the undergraduates.
In this section, the non-significant coefficients are 
discussed initially. Examination of the significant coef­
ficients takes place in the latter part of this section.
As already mentioned, there was no significant corre­
lation between the theoretical and the social personal values 
and their courses of action for the undergraduates. This 
does not necessarily mean that these personal values would 
not influence the decision-making of the undergraduates. Two 
different interpretations are provided below for the lack of 
significance between the theoretical and the social personal 
values and their courses of action.
First, it is possible that those courses of action with 
predominant theoretical and social personal values were not
80Ibid., p. 147.
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easily understood by this class. For example, a first year 
business administration student may not have understood well 
the first alternative in question number one. Questionnaire A 
in the Appendix. This predominantly theoretical course of 
action proposed "a ten-year scientific research program for 
discovering the truth about some hypotheses that may in the 
distant future increase the profit margin of the X Corporation." 
It is entirely possible for the undergraduates to have mis­
understood this alternative, although the same course of 
action may have been very clear to the graduate business 
students. As another example of a course of action which 
might have been difficult to understand by the first year 
business administration students, let us consider the third 
alternative in question number thirteen. Questionnaire A in 
the Appendix. The social-oriented alternative reads "division 
on the basis of your corporation's personnel needs." The 
question asks, "As an executive, what order of preference 
would you assign to the following concepts in departmentation 
in X Corporation?" Again, although this question may have 
been clear to a graduate business student, it may not have 
been so to a beginning business student.
A second interpretation for the lack of significant 
correlations between the theoretical and the social personal 
values and their courses of action may be that the under­
graduates found these two alternatives as irrelevant to the 
ongoing activities of a corporation. That is, the theoretical 
and social courses of action may not have appeared to the
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undergraduates as making a great deal of difference to the 
short-run functioning of a firm. The graduate students may 
have detected long-run potentials for these alternatives for 
the corporation. Other reasons, unknown to the author, may 
also have influenced the investigation so as to have provided 
a lack of significant correlation for the theoretical and 
social personal values and their courses of action for the 
undergraduates. The above interpretations for a lack of 
significant correlation for these two personal values and 
their courses of action are, in the judgment of the researcher, 
as plausible as other potential interpretations. The signi­
ficant correlation coefficients for the other four personal 
values and their courses of action for the undergraduate 
class are discussed in the following paragraphs. The 
following discussion also interrelates the mean scores of 
the four personal values and the mean scores of their courses 
of action with their correlation coefficients.
As mentioned before, the economic, the aesthetic, the 
political and the religious personal values and their courses 
of action for the undergraduates did produce significant 
correlation coefficients. These significant coefficients, 
along with their mean scores, are discussed in order, from 
the highest correlation coefficient to the lowest.
The religious correlation coefficient for the under­
graduates was the highest at .61, while the correlation coef­
ficients of the other three personal values and their courses 
of action were all lower and very close in range (.21 through
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.33). A cross reference of the religious coefficient (.61) 
with the mean scores for the religious personal values and 
the mean scores of their courses of action (Table 2, Chapter 
IV) suggests the following. Because of the relatively low 
religious personal values of the undergraduates, this group 
has consistently given their lowest priorities to the 
religiously-oriented courses of action. The reason for 
this analysis is threefold. First, the correlation coef­
ficient of .61 is high. However, this high coefficient does 
not suggest that the personal values and their courses of 
action have a high or a low priority. The correlation 
coefficient of .61 merely implies that there is a definite 
and consistent relationship between the personal values and 
their courses of action. Second, the mean score for the 
religious personal values is the lowest (Table 2, Chapter IV). 
This denotes that the religious personal values have the 
lowest average intensities relative to the other personal 
values for this class. Third, the mean score for the reli­
gious courses of action is second to the lowest score (Table 
2, Chapter IV). This denotes that the religiously-oriented 
courses of action have the second lowest average priorities 
among the alternative courses of action for the undergraduates. 
In summation, the high correlation coefficient suggests a 
definite relationship between the religious personal values 
and their courses of action. Collaterally, the relatively 
low mean scores for the religious personal values and the 
low mean scores for their courses of action suggest that the
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undergraduates* low religious orientations have affected 
their decisions so as to have given low preferences for the 
religiously-oriented courses of action.
The political correlation coefficient is the second 
highest at .33. This suggests that there is a determinate 
consociation between the political personal values and their 
courses of action for this class. Nevertheless, a coefficient 
of .33 does allow for divergencies between the personal values 
and their courses of action. The undergraduates' political 
personal values have the second highest mean score, while 
this group's political courses of action have the fourth 
highest mean score. It is quite possible that the situations 
presented to this sample did not allow their political per­
sonal values to influence their choices of action to the 
extent that they might have under other situations. It 
should be noted, however, that if the non-significant the­
oretical and social coefficients were left out of the analysis 
along with the mean score of their personal values and the 
mean score of their courses of action, then the mean score 
for the political courses of action would be the second 
highest mean which would correspond exactly to the mean score 
of its personal values.
The aesthetic correlation coefficient is the third 
highest at .30. The correlation coefficient of .30 indicates 
that there is a distinct relationship between the aesthetic 
personal values and their courses of action. However, even 
though a coefficient of .30 implies a distinct relationship,
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It also denotes that the relationship does not hold at all 
times. The undergraduates' aesthetic personal values had 
the second lowest mean score. As such, on the average, the 
relatively low intensities of the aesthetic personal values 
of this class had affected their decision-making so that 
they had given low preferences to the aesthetic courses of 
action. But, the aesthetic personal values had the second 
lowest mean score while their courses of action had the 
lowect mean score. Why might this be the case? It should be 
noted that the correlation coefficient of the political 
personal values and the aesthetic courses of action was -.20. 
This refers to a negative relationship between the political 
personal values and the aesthetic courses of action. Since 
the political personal values had high intenstities, their 
effect on the aesthetic courses of action was to interject 
lower values to them than their aesthetic personal values 
would have allowed. Thus, on the average, the aesthetic 
courses of action had received lower preferences than the 
aesthetic personal values of this group warranted.
The undergraduates' economic correlation coefficient is 
the fourth highest at .27. This suggests that there is a 
definite relationship between the economic personal values 
and their courses of action. But, a coefficient of .27 also 
suggests that the relationship does not hold in every situa­
tion. This group's economic personal value had the highest 
average intensities relative to their other personal values 
(Table 5, Chapter IV). As such, on the average, the high
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intensities of the economic personal values of the undergrad­
uates had affected their decision-making so that they had 
given their highest preferences to the economic courses of 
action. However, even though on the average this group's 
economic personal values influenced their most preferred 
courses of action to be the economic alternatives, there 
were exceptions to this average tendency, because of the 
economic correlation coefficient of .27. That is, in parti­
cular situations, this group had displayed preferences for 
alternative courses of action which were not predominantly 
economic.
In summary, the results of the correlation analysis for 
the undergraduates showed no significant correlations between 
the theoretical and social personal values and their courses 
of action. This suggests that with the situations presented 
to the undergraduate students, their theoretical and social 
personal values did not affect their decision-making to any 
significant degree. On the other hand, these same results 
demonstrated significant correlations between the economic, 
the aesthetic, the political, and the religious personal 
values and their courses of action for the class. The impli­
cation of this is that given the situations presented to the 
undergraduates, their economic, aesthetic, political, and 
religious personal values significantly influenced their 
decision-making process.
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Interpretations from the Results of the Graduate Students.
In this section, the results of correlation analysis 
for the graduate class are analyzed. As mentioned, the 
results of correlation analysis (Table 6, Chapter IV) for 
the graduate students showed significant correlation coef­
ficients for all the six personal values and their courses 
of action. These results along with their mean scores are 
discussed in order, from the highest correlation coefficient 
to the lowest.
As with the undergraduates, the religious correlation 
coefficient (.47) was the highest for the graduate students. 
This suggests that there is a consistent interdependence 
between the religious personal values and their courses of 
action. The mean score for the religious personal values of 
this class was the lowest, while the mean score for the 
religious courses of action of this group was the second 
lowest. Because of the high religious correlation coeffi­
cient and the very low mean score for the religious personal 
values and the low mean score of their courses of action, the 
following contentions are made. The graduate students, on 
the average, had religious personal values of very low inten­
sity. This influenced their decision-making so as to have 
given very low preferences for the religious courses of action. 
The reason for the religious courses of action not getting 
as low preferences as their personal values called for may be 
because of the negative relationship between the aesthetic 
personal values and the religious courses of action. The
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correlation coefficient for this relationship was -.20. As 
the aesthetic personal values had below average intensities 
relative to the other personal values, their influence on 
the religious courses of action was to have given them 
higher preferences than the religious values warranted.
The graduate students' theoretical correlation coef­
ficient was the second highest at .38. The coefficient of 
.38 indicates that there is a definite relationship between 
the theoretical personal values and their courses of action. 
However, a correlation of .38 allows for deviations in the 
relationship between the personal values and their courses 
of action. As a result of these deviations, the graduate 
students' theoretical personal values had the third highest 
mean score while this group's theoretical courses of action 
had the second highest mean score. A potential reason for 
these deviations may be due to the interrelationship of the 
social personal value and the theoretical course of action. 
The correlation coefficient of -.22 suggests that the social 
personal value and the theoretical course of action were 
negatively correlated. Thus, the low intensities of the 
social personal value influenced the theoretical courses of 
action to get higher priorities than the theoretical personal 
values warranted.
The graduate students' social correlation coefficient 
is the third highest at .34. The correlation coefficient of 
.34 is a sign of a distinct relationship between this group's 
social personal values and their courses of action. The
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coefficient of .34 also implies that the relationship between 
the personal values and their courses of action is somewhat 
inconsistent from one situation to another. As such, this 
group's social personal values had the second lowest mean 
score while their courses of action had the third highest 
mean score. A potential reason for this inconsistency may 
be that this group's religious personal values had a -.24 
correlation coefficient with the social courses of action. 
Hence, the graduate students' low religious personal value 
intensities had influenced them to have given relatively 
high preferences for the social courses of action. Thus, on 
the average, the social courses of action received higher 
preferences than the intensity of their social personal values 
justify.
The graduate students' political correlation coefficient 
was the fourth highest at .27. The correlation coefficient 
of .27 denotes a distinct interdependence between the poli­
tical personal values and their courses of action. The coef­
ficient of .27 also implies that there are exceptions to 
the interdependence of the political personal values and 
their courses of action. As a result, the graduate class* 
political personal values had the second highest mean score 
while the group's political courses of action had the fourth 
highest mean scores. Two possible reasons for the political 
courses of action not getting as high a preference as this 
group's political personal values call for are the relation­
ship between the social personal values and the theoretical
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courses of action as well as the relationship between the 
religious personal values and the social courses of action. 
First, the correlation coefficient of the social personal 
values and the theoretical courses of action was -.22. This 
indicates a negative relationship between the social personal 
valueB and the theoretical courses of action. Since the 
social personal values had low intensities, relative to the 
other personal values, their effect on the theoretical courses 
of action was to interject higher preferences to them than 
the theoretical personal values justified. Thus, on the 
average, the theoretical courses of action received higher 
preferences than the theoretical intensities of this group's 
personal values permitted. Second, the correlation coeffi­
cient of the religious personal value and the social course 
of action was -.24. This points out a negative relationship 
between the religious personal value and the social course 
of action. Because the religious personal values had low 
intensities, their effect on the social courses of action was 
to interject higher preferences to them than the social per­
sonal values allowed. The combined effects of the above two 
outcomes increased the mean scores of the theoretical and 
social courses of actions to be greater than the political 
courses of action.
The graduate students' economic correlation coefficient 
is the fifth highest at .25. The economic correlation coef­
ficient of .25 indicates that there is a distinct relation­
ship between the economic personal values and their courses
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of action. However, a coefficient of .25 suggests that the 
relationship between the personal values and their courses 
of action is not consistent in every situation. The graduate 
students* economic personal values had the highest intensity 
relative to their other personal values. Their economic 
courses of action, also, had the highest mean scores. Hence, 
these results indicate the following. Although under some 
situations the economic personal values did not strongly 
affect this group's economic choices of action, on the 
average, the high intensity of their economic personal values 
influenced them to have given their highest preferences for 
the economic courses of action.
The graduate students' aesthetic correlation coefficient 
is the lowest at .23. The correlation coefficient of .23 
suggests that there is a definite relationship between the 
aesthetic personal values and their courses of action. But 
a coefficient of .23 also suggests that the relationship 
between the personal values and their courses of action does 
not hold at all times. The graduate class' aesthetic personal 
values had the third lowest mean score while their courses 
of action had the lowest mean score. These results suggest 
that the graduate students' below average aesthetic personal 
values had affected their decision-making so that they had 
given their lowest preferences to the aesthetic courses of 
action. However, it should be noted that the aesthetic 
personal values had a -.20 correlation coefficient with the 
religious courses of action. This means that there was a
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negative relationship between the aesthetic personal values 
and the religious courses of action. The negative correlation 
coefficient between the aesthetic personal values and the 
religious courses of action helps to explain the very low 
preferences of this class for the aesthetic courses of action. 
That is, the below average intensities of this group's aes­
thetic personal values influenced them to assign higher 
priorities to the religious courses of action. Hence, the 
mean score of the religious courses of action was greater 
than the mean score of the religious personal values warranted.
In summary, the results of the correlation analysis for 
the graduate students indicate significant correlations between 
the six personal values and their courses of action. That is, 
these results show that the graduate students1 personal values 
significantly affected their decision-making processes.
EFFECTS OF AGE AND LEVEL OF EDUCATION 
ON THE PERSONAL VALUE STRUCTURES AND 
THE HIERARCHIES OF PREFERRED COURSES OF ACTION
As mentioned in Chapter III, the sample used in this 
investigation was comprised of two relatively homogeneous 
classes (American, white, male undergraduate and graduate 
business students) with the exception of their age and their 
level of education. In this part, the results of multi­
variate analysis of variance for the two classes are examined 
to determine the effects of age and level of education on
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their personal value structures and on their hierarchies of 
preferred courses of action.
The results of multivariate analysis of variance in 
Chapter IV show that the personal value structures and the 
hierarchies of preferred courses of action were significantly 
different for the undergraduate and graduate business stu­
dents. It may be contended that the different personality 
profiles of the groups and their different predispositions 
to action stemmed partly from their differences in age and 
level of education. Moreover, it may be contended that the 
differences in the two classes were partly a result of their 
various work experience and the community size in which they 
were born and resided (Table 2, Chapter III). However, in 
the judgment of this researcher, no further elaboration can 
take place on the basis of the results of multivariate anal­
ysis of variance. The reason for this writer's hesitancy 
of further elaboration is that there are so many variables 
that may have influenced the two classes that it would be 
impossible to identify all of them. In fact, even if their 
identification were possible, it would be extremely complex 
to attempt to evaluate their relative influence on the two 
groups. In summary, the results of multivariate analysis 
of variance demonstrated that the undergraduate students 
had significantly different personal value structures 




As was contended by the hypotheses of this research, 
personal value structures affect the decision-making process. 
However, the personal value structures of various groups may 
be different and as such their hierarchies of preferred 
courses of action may be different. What, then, are the 
implications of these for managers of organizations?
Organizational personnel are rarely aware of their own 
and others' personal value structures. As decision-making 
is a prerequisite component of any organization, and as 
decision-making is affected by personnel's values, it is 
essential for managers to explicitly take into account their 
own as well as other employees' personal value structures.
This becomes more crucial as managers move up the hierarchies 
of their organizations. Whereas most organizational decisions 
that take place at lower levels are programmed and require 
little judgment, most of the higher level organizational 
decisions need much personal judgment. The reason is that 
the top echelons of organizations are primarily concerned 
with the formulation of strategy which takes into account the 
future. Since strategy is the process of defining the long- 
range organizational objectives in the uncertain future, the 
effects of personal value structures in decision-making 
become extremely important. Remembering that personal values 
are conceptions of the desirable, and that their influence 
on organizational decision-making is paramount, what should
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the organizational executives do? They should explicitly 
take into account their own personal value structures through 
self-analysis. Why do they decide and behave as they do in 
certain situations? How do their decisions and behavior in 
those situations differ from others? The responses to these 
questions may not be obvious, but their intensive and 
continuous examination would lead to answers. Furthermore, 
as organizations' executives must function as teams, the 
managers must take into account the personal value structures 
and the hierarchies of preferred courses of action of others. 
The key point here is for the managers to realize that while 
the personal value structures and the hierarchies of preferred 
courses of action of others may be different than their own, 
they are not necessarily better or worse. Hence, the execu­
tives should be open to other personnel's ideas and decisions. 
This would improve the organizational climate within which 
personnel could operate effectively. In summation, the 
managers' explicit accounting of their own as well as others' 
personal value structures and hierarchies of preferred 
courses of action may enhance their managerial capabilities.
SUMMARY
The objective of this empirically-based investigation 
was to determine the effects, if any, of personal value 
structures on hierarchies of preferred courses of action 
for two groups of relatively homogeneous (with the exception 
of their age, and level of education) undergraduate and
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graduate business students. For this objective, the hypo­
theses outlined in Chapter I were formulated, and in Chapter 
IV, the results of this investigation concerning the testing 
of the hypotheses were presented.
The Effects of Personal Value Structures on the 
Decision-Making Process.
The results of the investigation on the effects of 
personal value structures on decision-making support hypo­
theses 2, 3, 5 and 6. These hypotheses suggest that the 
undergraduate and the graduate students' economic, political, 
aesthetic, and religious personal values affect their decision­
making. These results also support hypotheses 1 and 4 for 
the graduate students. Hypotheses 1 and 4 suggest that the 
theoretical and social personal values affect the decision­
making process. However, the results do not support hypo­
theses 1 and 4 for the undergraduates. Apparently, given 
the situations presented to the undergraduates, their theo­
retical and social personal values did not influence their 
decision-making. The outcome of the study for the total 
sample supports hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.
The implication of the above for the executives of 
organizations is that personal value structures (based on 
the samples of this study) affect the decision-making 
process. As decision-making is an essential set of activ­
ities of organizations, and as decision-making is influenced 
by personnel's values, it is necessary for the managers to
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actively account for their own as well as other employees' 
personal value structures.
The Effects of Age and Level of Education on the 
Personal Value Structures and Hierarchies of Preferred 
Courses of Action.
The results of multivariate analysis of variance for 
the undergraduate and the graduate students' personal value 
structures and their hierarchies of preferred courses of 
action support hypotheses 7 and 8. These hypotheses suggest 
that due to differences in age and the level of education, 
the two groups would have significantly different personal 
value structures and hierarchies of preferred courses of 
action. It should be noted that based on the results of 
this study, it is neither possible to determine all the other 
variables that may have affected the two classes to be dif­
ferent, nor to determine what the relative weight of some of 
these variables may have been.
The implication of the above for the managers of organi­
zations is that as a result of the various backgrounds of 
employees, their personal value structures will be different. 
Therefore, the executives' decision-making processes may be 
divergent from each other. It should be realized that while 
the personal value structures and the hierarchies of preferred 
courses of action of other personnel may be different than 
their own, the different predispositions of others are not 
necessarily better or worse. Thus, managers should be open 
to other personnel's ideas. This would improve the
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organizational climate within which the personnel could 
operate effectively.
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
As noted previously, the results of this study and 
their interpretations are only tentative. Therefore, further 
research on the effects of personal value structures on the 
decision-making process is needed to substantiate or correct 
the findings. Although much has been written about personal 
value structures, the present investigation is the only 
known empirically-based research on their influence on the 
decision-making process.
Additional studies in other types of organizations are 
needed. This investigation was limited to an academic 
organization and research in other types of organizations 
may provide different results.
A.s already noted, the undergraduates' theoretical and 
social correlation coefficients were not significant. Spe­
cifically, however, why were they not significant? Further­
more, from the findings of this research, there was neither 
a way cf determining what all the variables may have been 
which influenced the two groups to have different personal 
value structures and hierarchies of preferred courses of 
action, nor what their relative weights might have been. 
Future studies could explore further some of the above ques­
tions in order to provide some of the answers. Finally, only 
fourteen decision-making situations were used in this study.
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Future research could explore many other decision-making 
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Please give the following information about yourself by 
checking the appropriate blank for each category of data.
College Classification
  Business ____ Undergraduate
  Other________________ ____ Graduate
Sex Race Citizenship
  Male   White ____ U. S.
  Female____________ ____ Black   Other
  Other
If Undergraduate, check appropriate age category:
  Less than 18
  18-24
  2 4 or over
If < d^uate, check appropriate age category:
  20 or less____________ 31-35
  21-25_____________ ____ 36 or over
26-30
Work Experience (exclude military service):
Presently working: ____ Part-time
  Full-time
  Not working
Number of years working:__ ____ Part-time
  Full-time
Supervisory experience:____ ____ None   1-5 yrs.




Occupation of Mother — _ _ _ _ _
Education level of Father _ _ _ _ _ —  
Education level of Mother
Community Size:
In which size community did you spend most of the time from 
birth to 18 years of age?
  Below 10,000 _____  50,000— 200,000
_____ 10,000— 50,000 _____ Over 200,000
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As an executive of the X Corporation, you will be 
faced with several decision situations. You are asked to 
rank your order of preference for each of six alternative 
courses of action in each of the decision situations. Your 
hierarchy of preference should be expressed in terms of #1 
as your most preferred course of action, #2 as the 2nd pre­
ferred course of action, #3 as the 3rd preferred course of
action, #4 as the 4th preferred course of action, #5 as the
5th preferred course of action, and #6 as the least pre­
ferred course of action.
1. As an executive of the X Corporation, you are 
faced with setting a 10-year general planning policy for 
your research and development department. Which order of 
personal preference would you assign to the following 
courses of action?
T ______ a) 10-year scientific research program for discovering
the truth about some hypotheses that may in the distant 
future increase the profit margin of X Corporation.
E ______ b) 10-year product development program that would
assure the economic production of a useful product 
which would help the profit margin of X Corporation.
P ______ c) 10-year research, program that would provide X Cor­
poration with a very effective public relations tech­
nology that could influence a substantial percentage 
of the public to have a strong regard toward the firm.
A ______ d) 10-year research program that would insure a very
attractive image for the firm through its stylistic 
products.
R ______ e) 10-year research program that would result in
producing those goods and services which would contri­
bute to the high ideals of mankind.
S ______ f) 10-year research program that would result in
improved interaction between the firm and its community.
2. As an executive of the X Corporation, you are 
asked to recommend one of six of your subordinates to a 
better position in the firm. How would you rank your personal 
preference for the following subordinates if all of them have 
the same level of performance on the job, but their hobbies are
P ______ a) Executive A belongs to a local political party and
does volunteer work for them.
E b) Executive B belongs to a local business club and 
analyzes the activities of the stock market on a 
weekly basis.
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T ______ c) Executive C regularly does research in the com­
munity's library to further his knowledge.
S ______ d) Executive D sponsors local youth clubs in order
to promote better human relations in the community.
R ______ e) Executive E belongs to the local church and is
an active member of its board.
A ______ f) Executive F is a member of an ecology group whose
objective is the beautification of the community's 
parks.
3. On behalf of X Corporation, you have authority to 
grant a certain sum of money to a segment of your community's 
environment. Which segment would your rank of personal pref­
erence indicate as appropriate for the grant?
T ______ a) Give the grant to the local university for research.
E ______ b) Give the grant to the local university in return
for which the senior business students of the univer­
sity would consult the smaller businesses of the com­
munity at no cost. (The small businesses present no 
competitive threat to your company.) The grant would 
cover the expenses of student consultings.
P ______ c) Give the grant to the school's political youth
groups. (Such as the Young Republicans, Democrats, etc.)
A ______ d) Give the grant to the school's union for the
purchase of a sound system for the students' listening 
pleasure.
R ______ e) Give the grant to the various campus chapels for
the purposes of bringing guest religious personalities 
on campus to lecture the students.
S ______ f) Give the grant to the student body for the purpose
of providing a club on campus for informal student 
gatherings and discussions.
4. In order for the X Corporation in general to be 
better managed, what type of management team would you recruit?
P ______ a) A dominant management team.
E ______ b) An efficient management team.
T  ______ c) An analytic management team.
S ______ d) A congenial management team.
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R ______  e) An ethical management team.
A ______  f) A literary management team.
5. In order for the X Corporation to be well managed, 
which order of priorities would you assign to the following 
areas?
T ______  a) Concentrate on research.
E ______  b) Concentrate on profitability.
P ______  c) Concentrate on dominating the competition.
A ______  d) Concentrate on product elegance.
R ______  e) Concentrate so as to serve its customers, employees,
and society in a Godly manner.
S ______  f) Concentrate on being devoted to the well-being of
its employees and customers through meeting their 
various personal needs.
6. You have a choice as to the location of your 
corporation. Which order of preference would you give to 
the following?
P ______  a) To be located near the state governmental buildings.
E ______  b) To be located near the local Chamber of Commerce.
T ______  c) To be located near the state's university campus.
S ______  d) To be located near the entertainment and social
centers of the community.
R ______  e) To be located near the several churches of the
community.
A ______  f) To be located in the most scenic part of the
community.
7. You have six products to choose to produce which 
are assured of the same amount of profit. Which order of 
preference would you give to producing the following ?
R ______  a) Religious books.
S ______  b) Sports literature for families and groups of
friends.
p ______  c) Political campaign literature.
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T ______ d) College textbooks.
A ______ e) Art prints.
E ______ f) Financial publications.
8. You are asked by your secretary of your preference 
for the following journal subscriptions. Which order of pref­
erence would you assign to subscriptions to the following?
P ______ a) The New York Times.
E ______ b) The Wall Street Journal.
S ______ c) Psychology Today.
T ______ d) The Scientific American.
R ______ e) A religious magazine.
A ______ f) Art Today.
9. What would be your order of preference in regard 
to your future with the X Corporation?
P ______ a) To increase your authority and control.
E ______ b) To increase your salary, fringe benefits, and
bonuses.
S ______ c) To increase your popularity and esteem with your
peers and subordinates.
T ______ d) To increase your level of expertise in your present
and future tasks.
A ______ e) To increase your capabilities of producing elegant
product designs in your department.
R ______ f) To increase your sense of morality so as to influ­
ence your activities of your department in the same 
manner.
10. Which order of preference would you assign to the 
following characteristics when you reorganize your organiza­
tional chart?
T ______ a) A logical organizational chart.
E ______ b) An efficient organizational chart.
A ______ c) A symmetrical organizational chart.
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S ______  d) An organizational chart helpful in developing
interpersonal relationships.
P ______  e) A clear-cut chain of command organizational chart,
R ______  f) A chart that employs ethical standards in
organization.
11. What would be your order of preference for putting 
the picture of the following on one line of your products?
P ______  a) Lion.
S ______  b) Dove.
T ______  c) Owl.
E ______  d) Fox.
A ______  e) Peacock.
R ______  f) Fish.
12. What order of preference would you assign to the 
inputs from the following people in decision-making?
P ______  a) Inputs from your boss.
T ______  b) Inputs from your staff specialist.
S ______  c) Inputs from your peers and subordinates.
E ______  d) Inputs from your comptroller.
A ______  e) Inputs from your company designer.
R ______  f) Inputs from your church's personnel.
13. As an executive, what order of preference would 
you assign to the following concepts in departmentation in 
X Corporation?
P ______  a) Division on the basis of corporate authority.
T ______  b) Division on the basis of specialized knowledge.
S ______  c) Division on the basis of your corporation's
personnel needs.
E ______  d) Division on the basis of cost and profit centers.
A ______  e) Division on the basis of symmetrical considerations.
r f) Division on the basis of ethical considerations.
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14. All else equal, what order of preference would you 
assign to the following courses of action?
P ______  a) Increase the size of X Corporation.
E   b) Increase the profitability of X Corporation.
S   c) Increase the social responsibility of X Corporation.
T ______ d) Increase the budget for research and development
in X Corporation.
R   e) Increase the ethical standards of the goals and
objectives of X Corporation.
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Part  I
D i r e c t i o n s: A num ber o f con trove rs ia l statements o r questions w ith  tw o  a lte rna ­
tive  answers are g iven below . In d ica te  yo u r personal preferences by  w r it in g  
appropria te  figures in  the  boxes to  the r ig h t o f each question. Some o f the 
a lternatives m ay appear equa lly  a ttrac tive  o r u n a ttra c tive  to  you. Nevertheless, 
please a ttem pt to  choose the a lte rna tive  th a t is re la tive ly  m ore acceptable to  you. 
F o r each question  you have three po in ts  th a t you m ay d is tr ib u te  in  any o f the 
fo llo w in g  com binations.
1. I f  you agree w ith  a lte rna tive  (a )  and d is ­
agree w ith  ( b ) ,  w r ite  3 in  the  firs t box and 0 
in  the second Ix ix , thus
2. I f  you agree w ith  ( b ) ;  disagree w ith  ( a ) ,  
w rite
3. I f  you have a s ligh t pre ference fo r  ( a )  over 
( b ) ,  w rite
4. I f  you have a s lig h t preference fo r ( b )  over




D o not w r ite  any com b ina tion  o f num bers except one o f these four. There  is no 
tim e  lim it,  bu t do not lin g e r over any one question  o r statem ent, and do no t leave 
ou t any o f the questions unless you find  i t  rea lly  im possib le to make a decision.
1. T he  m ain ob jec t o f sc ien tific  research shou ld  be 
the d iscovery o f tro th  ra th e r than  its p rac tica l
applications, (a )  Yes; ( b )  No.
2. T a k in g  the B ib le  as a w ho le , one should regard i t  
from  the po in t of v iew  o f its b e a u tifu l m ytho logy 
and lite ra rv  stvle rather than  as a sp ir itu a l reve­
la tion . ( a ) Yes; ( b ) No.
3. W h ich  o f the  io llo w in g  men do you th in k  should 
he judged as co n tr ib u tin g  m ore to  the  progress o f 
m ank ind '' (a )  A ris to tle , ( b )  Abraham  L inco ln .
4. Assum ing tha t you have su ffic ien t a b ility , w ou ld  
you p re le t to  he: (a )  a banker; ( b )  a p o litic ian?
5. D o you th in k  i t  is ju s tifiab le  fo r  great artists, such 
■as Beethoven, W agner and Byron  to  be selfish 
and neg ligent o f the fee lings o f others? (a )  Yes; 
( h )  No.
6. W h ich  o f the fo llo w in g  branches o f s tudy  do you 
expect u ltim a te ly  w il l  p rove  m ore im p o rta n t fo r  
m ankind? (a )  m athem atics, ( b )  theology.
7. W h ich  w ou ld  you consider the more im p o rta n t 
fu n c tio n  o f m odern loaders? ( a )  to  b r in g  about 
the  accom plishm ent o f p rac tica l goals; ( h )  to  en ­
courage fo llow ers to  take a greater ■ sterest in the 
rights oi ethers.
8 . W hen w itness ing  a gorgeous cerem ony (ecc les i­
astical o r academ ic, in d u c tio n  in to  office, e tc .) , 
a rc yon more impressed; (a )  b y  the co lo r and 
pageantry o f the  occasion itse lf; ( b )  b y  the in ­
fluence and strength o f the group?
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9. W h ich  o f these character tra its  do  you consider 
the m ore desirable? ( a )  h ig h  ideals and revcr- 
cnee, ( h )  unselfishness and sym pathy.
10. I f  you w ere  a un ive rs ity  professor and hud the 
necessary a b ility , w o u ld  you  p re fe r to  teach:
(a )  poetry , ( b )  chem istry  and physics?
11. I f  you shou ld  see the fo llo w in g  news item s w ith  
headlines o f equa l size in  y o u r m o rn ing  paper, 
w h ich  w o u ld  you read m ore a tten tive ly?  (a )
P H O T E S T A N T  l.E A D K ItS  T O  C O N S U L T  O N  H E C O N C IL 1 A -  
T IO N ;  ( 1 > )  C H E A T  I Nr I ' l lO V E M E N  IS  IN  M A R K E T  C O N ­
D IT IO N S .
12. U nder circum stances s im ila r to  those o f Q uestion 
11? ( a )  S U P J1E M L C O U IIT  ItE N D E H S  D E C IS IO N ,
( b )  N E W  S C IE N T IF IC  T U E O H V  A N N O U N C E D .
13. W hen you v is it a ca thedra l aro you  m ore im ­
pressed b y  u pe rvad ing  sense o f reverence and 
w o rsh ip  than  b y  the  a rch itec tu ra l features and 
stained glass? (a )  Yes, ( b )  No.
14. Assum ing tha t you have su ffic ien t le isure tim e, 
w o u ld  you p re fe r to  use it: ( a )  deve lop ing  your 
m astery o f a fa vo rite  sk ill; ( b )  d o ing  vo lun tee r 
social o r p u b lic  service w ork?
15. A t an exposition, do you ch ie fly  like  to  go to  the 
b u ild ing s  w here  you can see; ( a )  new m anufac­
tu red  p ioduc ts : ( h )  sc ientiRc (e g . ,  chem ica l) 
apparatus?
16. I f  you had the o p p o rtu n ity , and i f  no th ing  o f the 
k in d  existed in  the com m un ity  w here  you live, 
w o u ld  you p re fe r to found: (a )  a deba tin g  society 
or f in im ;  ( b )  a classical orchestra?
Total
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17. The aim  o f the  churches a t the  present tim e  
shou ld  be: (a )  to  b r in g  o u t a ltru is tic  and ch a r­
ita b le  tendencies; ( b )  to  encourage s p ir itu a l w o r­
sh ip  and a sense o f com m un ion  w ith  the  h ighest.
18, I f  y o u  b a d  s o m e  time to s p e n d  in a waiting r o o m  
anti there w e n 1 only t w o  m a g a z i n e s  to choose 
from, w o u ld  y o u  prefer; (a) s c i e n t i f i c  a c e ; (b) 
A MTS A N D  O E COUATIONS?
19. W o u ld  you p re fe r to hoar a series o f lectures on:
( a )  the  com para tive  merits o f the form s o f g o v ­
ernm ent in  B rita in  and in  the  U n ite d  States;
( b )  the  com para tive  deve lopm ent o f the  great 
re lig ious fa iths?
20. W h ic h  o f the  fo llo w in g  w o u ld  you  consider the 
m ore im p o rta n t fu n c tio n  o f education? (a )  its 
p repa ra tion  fu r p rac tica l ach ievem ent and  fin a n ­
c ia l rew ard , ( h )  its p icp a ra tio n  fo r  p a rtic ip a tio n  
in  com m un ity  ac tiv ities  and a id in g  less fo rtu n a te  
persons.
21. A re you m ore interested in  read ing  accounts o f 
the  lives and w orks o f men such as: ( a )  A le x ­
ander, Ju lius Caesar, and C harlem agne; ( b )  
A ris to tle , Socrates, and Kant?
22. A re o u r m odern in d u s tr ia l and sc ien tific  deve lop ­
ments signs o f a greater degree o f c iv iliza tio n  
than those a tta ined  by any previous society, the 
Greeks, lo r  e\. t ' •" (a )  Yes; ( b )  No.
23. I f  you w ere engaged in  an in d u s tr ia l o rgan iza tion  
(and  assum ing salaries to  be e q u a l), w o u ld  you 
p re fe r to  w o rk , (a )  as a counselor fo r employees;













24. G iven  vou r c h o ic e  b e t w e e n  tw o  books to  read, are 
y o n  m o r e  l i k e l y  to  s e le c t :  ( a )  t h e  s t o h y  o k  r e - 
I .K .IO N  IN  A M E R IC A ; (10  T H E  S I (H IV  O K IN I1U S TR Y  
IN  A M E H IC A 'r1
25. W o u ld  m odern society benefit m ore fro m : (a )  
m ore concern fo r tile  righ ts  and w e lfa re  o f c i t i ­
zens; ( b )  greater know ledge  of the fundam en ta l 
Loss of hum an behavior?
26. Suppose vou were in a position  to  he lp  raise 
standards o f liv in g , o r to m ou ld  p u b lic  op in ion . 
W o u ld  you p re fe r to  influence; (a )  standards of 
liv in g ; ( b )  p u b lic  op in ion?
27. W o u ld  yon p re fer to hear a series of , ( \ i r  lec­
tures on: (a )  the progress o f social service w ork  
in  you r pa rt o f the coun try ; ( b )  con tem pora ry  
painters? #
28. A ll the evidence th a t ltas been im p a rtia lly  accu­
m u la ted  goes to  show tha t the  un iverse has 
evolved to  its present state in  accordance w ith  
na tu ra l p rinc ip les, so that there  is no necessity to 
assume a firs t cause, cosm ic purpose, o r God 
beh ind  it. (a )  I agree w ith  th is statem ent; ( 1>) I 
disagree.
29. In  a paper, such us the N ew  York Sunday T im es, 
are you more like ly  to read: (a )  the real estate 
sections and the account o f the stock m arket,
( b )  the section on p ic tu re  galleries and e x h ib i­
tions?
30. W ou ld  you consider it m ore im p o rta n t fo r your 





Dim-:c:t i o n s : Each of t h e  fo llo w in g  situa tions o r questions is fo llo w e d  by fo u r 
possible a t t i t u d e s  or answers. A rrange these answers in the o rder o f you r personal 
preference by w rit in g , in  the a p p rop ria te  box a t the r ig h t, a score o f 4, 3, 2, o r 1. 
T o  the statem ent you p re fe r most g ive  4, to the  statem ent tha t is second most 
a ttrac tive  3, and so on.
E xam ple : I f  th is  were a question and the fo llo w in g  statements w ere a lte rna tive  
choices you w o u ld  p lace:
in  the  box if  this statem ent appeals to  you 
most.
3 in  the box if  th is  statem ent appeals to  you 
second lrcst.
2 in  the box i f  th is statem ent appeals to  you 
th ird  best.
1 in  the box if th is statem ent represents your 
in terest nr preference least o f a ll.
You may th in k  of answers w h ich  w ou ld  be p re fe rab le  from  you r p o in t o f v iew  to 
any o f those listed. It is necessary, however, tha t you niake you r selection from  
the  a lte rnatives presented, and arrange a ll lo u r  in  o rder o f th e ir de s ira b ility , 
guessing w hen your preferences are not d is tinc t. I f  you find  i t  rea lly  im possib le 
to state you r preference, you may o m it the (juestion. lie  sure not to  assign more 
than  one 4, one 3, etc., fo r each question.
0
I
1. D o  you th in k  th a t a good governm ent shou ld  a im  
ch ie fly  at —  (R em em ber to g ive  yo u r firs t choice 4, 
e tc . )
0. more aid for the poor, sick and old 
I), the development of manufacturing and trade 
r. introducing highest ethical principles into its po li­
cies and diplomacy 
d. establishing a position of prestige and respect 
among nations
2. In  your op in ion , can a m an w h o  w orks in  business 
a ll the week best spend Sunday in  —
o. trying to educate himself hv reading serious books
b. try ing to w in at golf, or racing
c. going to an orchestral concert
d. hearing a reallv good sermon
3. I f  you cou ld  in fluence the educationa l po lic ies o f 
the p u b lic  sclnxtls of some c ity , w o u ld  you u n d e r­
take —
rt. to promote the study and participation in m usic  
and fine arts 
h. to stimulate the study of social problems
c. to provide additional laboratory facilities
d. to increase the practical value of courses
4. D o  you p re fe r a fr ie n d  (o f  y o u r ow n  sex) w ho  —
a. is efficient, industriuus and of a practical turn of 
m ind
b. is seriously interested in th inking out his attitude 
toward life  as a whole
c. possesses qualities of leadership and organizing 
ab ility
d. shows artistic and emotional sensitivity
5 . I f  you lived  in  a sm all to w n  and had m ore than 
enough incom e fo r yo u r needs, w o u ld  you p re ­
fe r to —
a. apply it productively to assist commercial and in ­
dustrial development 
h. help to advance the activities of local religious 
g r o u p s
c\ give it for the development of scientific research 
in Man locality 
ft. give it to The fa m ily  Welfare Society
6. W hen vou go to  the theater, do you, as a ru le, 
enjoy most —
a. plays that treat the lives o f great men 
h. ballet or sim ilar imaginative performances
c. plavs that have a theme of human suffering and 
love
d. problem play's that argue consistently for some 
point of view
Total
7. Assum ing th a t you  are a m an w ith  the  necessary 
a b ility , and th a t the salary fo r  each o f the  fo llo w ­






8. I f  you had su ffic ien t le isure  and money, w o u ld  
you p re fe r to —
a, make a collection of fine sculptures or paintings 
ft. establish a center for the care and tra in ing o f the 
feeble-minded
c. aim at a senatorship, or a sent in the Cabinet
<1. establish a business or financial enterprise o f your 
own
9. A t an evening discussion w ith  in tim a te  friends o f 
yo u r ow n  sex, are you m ore interested w hen you 
ta lk  about —
a. the meaning o f life  
ft. developments in  science 
C. literature
d. socialism and social amelioration
10. W h ich  o f the fo llo w in g  w o u ld  you p re fe r to  do 
d u r in g  p a rt o f yo u r next sum m er vacation  ( i f  you r 
a b il ity  and o the r cond itions w o u ld  p e rm it)  —
a. w rite  and publish an orig inal biological essay or 
article
ft. stay in some secluded part of the country where 
you can appreciate fine scenery
c. enter a local tennis or other athletic tournament
d. get experience in some new line of business
11. D o  great exploit*; and adventures o f d iscovery 
such as Colum bus's, M age llan ’s, B y rd ’s and 
Armmdscu's seem to v im  s ign ifican t because —
a. they represent conquests by man over the difficu lt 
forces of nature 
ft. they add to our knowledge of geography, meteor­
ology, oceanography, etc.
c. thev weld human interests and international feel­
ings throughout the world
d. they contribute each in a small way to an ultimate 
understanding of the universe
Total
12. Should one gu ide  one’s conduct accord ing  to , o r 
develop one's ch ie f loya lties tow ard  —
a. one's religious fa ith
b. ideals of beauty
c . o n e 's  o c c u p a t io n a l  o r g a n iz a t io n  a n d  a s s o c ia te s
d. ideals of charity
13. T o  w ha t extent do the fo llo w in g  famous persons 





14. In  choosing a w ife  w o u ld  you p re fe r a w om an 
w h o —  (W o m e n  answer the a lte rna tive  fo rm  be­
lo w )
a. can achieve social prestige, commanding admira­
tion from others
b. likes to help people
c. is fundam entals spiritual in her attitudes toward 
life
d. is g ifted along artistic lines
(F o r  w o m e n ) W o u ld  you p re fe r u husband 
w h o  —
a. is successful in his profession, commanding ad­
m iration from  others 
b  likes to help people
c. is fundamentally spiritual in his attitudes toward 
fife
d. is gifted along artistic lines
15. V ie w in g  Leonardo  da V inc i's  p ic tu re , “ T he  Last 
Supper," w o u ld  you tend to th in k  o f i t  —
a. us expressing the highest spiritual aspirations and 
emotions
b. us one o f the most priceless and irreplaceable 
pictures ever painted
c. in relation to Leonardo’s versatility and its place 
in history
d. the quintessence of harmony and design
Total
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SCORE SHEET FOR THE STUDY OF VALUES
D ir e c t i o n s :
1. F irs t m nkc sure th a t every question  has been answered.
Note: I f  you have fo u n d  i t  im possib le  to  answer a ll the  questions, you m ay g ive  equal 
scores to  the a lte rna tive  answers under each question  th a t has been om itted ; thus, 
Part I. IK  fo r each a lte rna tive . The sum  o f the  scores fo r  (a )  and ( b )  m ust always
equal 3.
Part I I .  2/i fo r each a lte rna tive . The  sum o f the scores fo r  the fo u r a lte rnatives under 
each question  m ust a lways equa l 10.
2. A d d  the ve rtica l colum ns o f scores on each page and enter the to ta l in  the  boxes at 
the bo ttom  o f the  page.
3. T ranscribe  the tota ls fro m  each o f the fo rego ing  pages to  the colum ns below . F o r each 
page enter the to ta l fo r  each co lum n (R , S, T , e tc .) in  th “  space th a t is labe led w ith  
the same U tter. N o t* that lh *  ord*r in which th *  l*tl*rs  are Inserted In the columns 
































































4. A dd  the totals fo r the  six columns. A d d  o r sub trac t the correction  figures as 
ind ica ted .
5. C heck your w o rk  by m ak ing  sure tha t th e  to ta l score fo r  a ll six co lum ns equals 240. 
( Use the m argins fo r you r add itions, i f  you  w ish .)
0. P lot the scores by m ark ing  po in ts  on the ve rtica l lines  in  the graph on the  next page. 
D ra w  lines to  connect these six points.
*In  the 1951 K dition  these  figi ri^s w ere : Thctnctin il + 3 ,  Sorirtl —5. T hese  new  
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Av«rage M a i*  P rofil*. d ll*
I N T E R P R E T A T I O N
T he  p ro file  can be best in te rp re te d  i f  the  scores ob ta ined  are com ­
pared w ith  the fo llo w in g  ranges. (D e ta ile d  norms fo r  college students 
and fo r  ce rta in  occupations w i l l  be fo u n d  in  the  M a n u a l o f D ire c tio n s . )
M *n
High and low scores. A score on one o f 
the  values m ay be considered d e fin ite ly  
h it;!) o r low  il it fa lls  outs ide the fo llo w ­
ing  lim its . Such scores exceed the range 
o f 50', < o f a ll rn«/e scores on th a t value.
T heo re tica l 39-49 
E conom ic  37-48 
A esthetic  29-41
Social 32-42
P o litica l 38-47
fic /ig io u s  32-44
Outstandingly high and tow score*. A 
scon on one o f the values m ay Ire con­
sidered ve ry  d is tin c tiv e  i f  i t  is h ighe r o r 
low e r than  the  fo llo w in g  lim its . Such
scons fa ll outside the  range o f 82'/, o f a ll
male scores fo r th a t value.
T h c w t ic a l  34-54 
Ecotutm ic  32-53 
Aesthetic  24-47
Social
P o litu a l





High and low score*. A  score on one o f 
the values m ay be considered d e fin ite ly  
h igh  o r low  i f  i t  fa lls  outs ide the fo llo w ­
in g  lim its . Such scores exceed the range 
o f 50*/f o f a ll fem ale  scores on  tha t value.
T heo re tica l 31-41 Social 37-47
E conom ic  33-43 P n lit ita l 34-42
A esthe tic  37-48 R elig ious  37-50
Outstandingly high and tow score*. A 
score on one o f the values m ay be con­
sidered ve ry  d is tin c tiv e  i f  i t  is h ighe r or 
low er than  the fo llo w in g  lim its . Such 
scores fa ll ou ts ide  the range o f 82'd o f a ll 
fem ale  scores fo r th a t value.
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